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PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Beach  agt  The  Bay  State  Steamboat  C!oMPAinr. 

Any  state  or  nation  has  a  right  to  give  its  citizena  redress  for  anj  personal  in- 
juries, committed  without,  as  well  as  within  its  territorial  limits,  when  it  ob- 
tains the  means  of  exercising  jurisdiction  orer  the  wrongdoer.  Nor  is  the 
anthority  of  the  state  curtailed  in  this  respect,  becaose  the  redress  is  given 
hy  siahUe  instead  of  the  oonmion  law. 

A  purely  penai  law  is  stricUj  local,  and  has  no  operation  beyond  the  jurisdiotioii 
of  the  country  where  it  was  enacted.  But  whether  a  remedial  stahUe  is  extra- 
ierrUaridl,  in  reference  to  the  class  of  injuries  for  which  it  provides,  depends, 
like  other  statutes,  upon  the  intention  of  the  legislature ;  a  penal^  statute 
may  also  be  a  remedial  law ;  and  a  statute  may  be  penal  in  one  part  and 
remedial  in  another. 

MM,  that  the  statutes  of  1847  and  1849,  allowing  compensation  to  the  repre- 
sentatives of  deceased  persons  for  causing  death  by  wrongful  ac^  neglect 
or  default,  although  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  1849  is  undoubtedly 
penal,  are  entirely  remediaL 

And  there  is  no  reason  to  infer,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  confine  the  oper* 
ation  of  these  acts,  in  their  remedial  features,  to  injuries  committed  within 
the  territorial  limits  of  this  state,  or  to  exempt  therefh>m  persons  natural  of 
artificial,  residing  in  other  states,  (where  jurisdiction  is  acquired  over  them.) 

M  seenUf  that  these  statutes  merely  provide  in  their  remedial  character,  an  exten- 
sion of  the  remedy  afforded  by  the  common  law. 

New .  York  Special  Ibrmj  April,  1868. 
Dexubber  to  oomplaint. 
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-,/)r  plaintiff. 
-,  for  defendants. 


Glerke,  Justice.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  any  one  state 
or  nation  has  a  right  to  give  its  citizens  redress  for  any  per* 
Bonal  injury  committed  without,  as  well  as  within  its  territo- 
rial limits,  when  it  obtains  the  means  of  exercising  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  wrongdoer.  This  has  been  always  recognized 
in  the  common  law.  Many,  if  not  most  of  the  actions  insti- 
tuted in  our^  courts  of  justice,  are  transitory  and  not  local ; 
and  if  the  cause  upon  which  any  one  of  them  is  founded, 
arose  in  Japan,  it  would  be  just  as  tenable  as  if  it  arose  in  the 
state  of  New- York.  The  authority  of  the  state  in  this  respect 
is  not  curtailed,  because  the  redress  is  given  by  statute,  in- 
stead of  having  been  permitted  by  the  common  law.  They 
are  both  alike,  the  expression  of  the  supreme  power,  equally 
entitled  to  obedience  and  respect 

It  is  erroneous,  therefore,  to  say  "that  statutes  (whidi 
means  all  statutes)  are  local,  and  only  effectual  within  the 
limits  of  the  state,  on  acts  therein  done."  A  penal  law,  in- 
deed, is  strictly  local,  and  has  no  operation  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  country  where  it  was  enacted.  But,  whether  a 
remedial  statute  is  eoUra-terrttarial  in  reference  to  the  class  of 
injuries  for  which  it  proposes  to  afford  redress  or  compensa- 
tion, depends,  like  other  statutes,  upon  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  to  be  gathered  from  the  language  employed,  the 
law  as  it  previously  existed  in  relation  to  the  same  subject, 
the  mischief  to  be  prevented,  and  the  remedy  to  be  applied. 
And,  we  must  also  bear  in  mind,  that  every  9uch  statute  is  to 
be  liberally  construed. 

It  has  been  asserted  that  the  statutes  of  1847  and  1849,  allow- 
ing compensation  to  the  representatives  of  deceased  persons 
for  causing  the  death  of  those  persons  by  wrongful  act,  neg- 
lect or  default,  are  penal,  and  not  remedial  statutes.  The 
second  section  of  the  act  of  1849,  is  undoubtedly  penal.  But 
a  penal  statute  may  also  be  a  remedial  law,  (1  Wila.  126 ;) 
and  a  statute  may  be  penal  in  one  part^  and  remedial  iuan- 
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oiher.  (DaugL  702.)  But  in  the  redress  which  these  statutes 
afford  to  the  bereaved  £unilies  of  those  who  have  been  de- 
prived of  life,  by  the  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  de&ult  of  othera, 
they  are  entirely  remedial ;  and  they  are  calculated  to  be 
most  beneficent  in  their  operation,  not  only  in  their  compen* 
satory  effect  in  warding  off,  at  least  for  a  season,  the  destitu- 
tion of  many  a  family,  bereft  of  its  provider,  but  in  prevent- 
ing the  frequent  occurrence  of  the  melancholy  disasters,  which 
are,  too  ofien,  the  result  of  the  most  culpable  carelessness  and 
disregard  of  human  life. 

I  can  see  no  reason  to  infer,  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
oonfine  the  operation  of  these  acts,  in  their  remedial  features,  to 
injuries  committed  within  the  territorial  limits  of  this  state,  or 
to  exempt  persons,  natural  or  artificial,  residing  in  other  states, 
provided  the  necessary  steps  are  taken  to  obtain  jurisdiction 
over  such  persons.  The  language  is,  doubtless,  very  general, 
and  does  not  expressly  specify  injuries  conamitted  without  the 
state,  and  does  not  specify  anything  relative  to  the  residence 
or  citizenship  of  the  perpetrators  of  the  injury,  or  if  they  are 
artificial  persons,  the  place  or  country  where  they  might  have 
been  organized.  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  does  not  except 
such  injuries  or  such  persons ;  and  there  is  no  reason  what- 
ever  to  suppose,  when  we  consider  the  nature  of  the  calamity 
to  be  redressed,  and  the  purpose  for  which  redress  is  prescribed, 
that  the  legislature  intended  any  restriction  beyond  what  the 
generality  of  the  language  itself  imports. 

With  regard  to  the  penal  section  of  the  act  of  1849,  we 
cannot,  by  that,  construe  the  remedial  section.  Each  stands 
by  itself  on  the  well  known  rules  of  construction ;  a  strict 
construction  for  the  one,  a  liberal  construction  for  the  other ; 
and  in  the  absence  of  anything  to  the  contrary,  we  are  to  sup^ 
pose  that  the  legislature  intended  that  the  acts  in  question 
should  be  interpreted  according  to  those  rules,  which  are  part 
and  parcel  of  the  law  of  the  land,  recognized  by  the  legisla- 
tore  as  well  as  by  the  judiciary ;  and  all  laws,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed, are  firamed  in  reference  to  them. 

And  after  all,  do  not  these  statutes  merely  provide,  in  their 
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remedial  character,  an  extensibn  of  the  remedy  afflbrded  by 
the  common  law  ?  To  be  sure,  the  death  of  the  deceased,  and 
not  the  injury  which  caused  the  death,  is  tbeinmiediate  ground 
of  the  action.  But  the  death -is  the  sad  result  and  derious 
aggravation  of  the  injury,  by  which  the  fiunily  are  deprived 
of  the  means  of  support,  as  the  deceased  person  himsfelf,  if  he 
survived  the  injury,  would,  according  to  the  extent  of  it,  be 
deprived  of  the  ability  to  contribute  to  their  support.  If  Mr. 
Beach  were  maimed  and  mutilated  by  this  exjdosion,  and  sur- 
vived the  accident,  he  certainly  would,  by  common  law,  have 
a  right  of  action  for  damages  against  the  defendants,  whether 
it  occurred  within  this  state  or  not.  The  action  would  be^ 
undeniably,  transitory.  Do  these  acts,  in  their  remedial  fea- 
tures, go  any  further  than  to  extend  and  transmit  this  com- 
mon law  right,  giving  compensation  for  the  injury  that  pro- 
duced the  death,  to  the  family  and  representatives  of  the  de- 
ceased? ' 

For  these  reasons,  I  hold  that  this  action  is  well  brought| 
even  on  the  assumption,  that  the  explosion  occurred  w4&otit 
the  territorial  limits  of  the  state  of  New- York. 

Demurrer  overruled  with  costs,  with  liberty  to  answer 
within  ten  days  on  payment  of  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel  Dinsmore  &  Wood  agt.  The  Croton 
Aqueduct  Board. 

The  Code,  admitting  all  parties  to  be  heard  in  one  soit^  does  not  applj  to  the  writ 
ci  mandamus. 

WhQie  the  Groton  Aqueduct  Board  awarded  a  contract  for  building  a  new  reserr 
Toir  in  the  city  of  New- York,  to  Pairchild  ft  Co.,upon  which,  Dinsmore  ft  Wood, 
whose  application  for  the  same  was  rejected,  sued  out  a  writ  of  mandamus ;  and 
on  appeal  to  the  general  term  hy  Dhismore  ft  Wood,  Htsj  procured  an  ondBr  to 
•tiqr  prooeedinga  until  a  final  hearing  should  be  had ; 
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JSIUd^  jnk  motioii  by  Fairchild  ft  Cou,  to  vacate  this  stay  of  prooeediogfl^  thai  ttaf 
were  Dot  in  a  aitoation  to  more  for  aach  an  order.  Thej  were  no  partiea  to 
the  mandamoa,  and  were  in  no  wiae  affected  bj  the  Judgment  and  order  upon 
it  Hifr  order  did  not  bind  them,  and  aa  against  them,  did  not  protect  the 
CtoCanBoaNL 

New 'York  Special  Term. 

BoosEVELT,  JuBtice.  The  Crpton  Board  having  advertiaed 
for  contracts  ior  building  a  new  reservoir,  various  proposals 
were  sent  in,  and  among  them  one  from  Dinsmore  k  Wood, 
and  one  from  Fairchild  k  Co.  After  full  consideration,  the 
board  concluded  to  award  the  contract  to  the  latter  firm,  upon 
which  the  fonner  sued  out  a  writ  of  mandamus.  The  case  was 
heard  before  Judge  Psabody,  who  confirmed  the  decision  of 
the  Aqueduct  Board.  From  this  judgment  Dinsmore  k 
Wood  appealed  to  the  general  term  and  obtained  a  stay  of 
proceedings  till  the  final  hearing  should  be  had.  It  is  now 
alleged  that  they  have  taken  no  steps  to  bring  on  that  hear- 
ing, and  that  the  stay  of  proceedings  ought  therefore  to  be  re- 
voked 

A  sufficient  answer  to  the  motion  of  Fairchild  k  Co.,  would 
seexa  to  be  that  they  were  no  parties  to  the  mandamus,  and 
were  in  no  wise  affected  by  the  judgment  and  order  upon  it 
The  order  does  not  bind  them,  and,  as  against  them,  does  not 
protect  the  Croton  Board.  They  can  demand  the  contract,  and 
if  refused,  and  if  they  are  right,  they  can  enforce  the  demand 
notwithstanding  an  ord^  to  stay  procBedings  made  in  a  cause 
to  which  they  were  not  parties.  The  same  remedy  by  manda- 
mus against  public. officei^  ^  ?P^^  ^  ^^^'^  ^  ^^  taken  by 
their  competitors,  Messrs.  Dinsmore  k  Co. ;  and  the  same  rea- 
Bons,  if  sound,  which  induced  the  judgment  against  Dinsmore 
k  Co.,  would  equally,  it  is  presumed,  insure  a  judgment  inja^ 
vor  of  Fairchild  k  Co.  Two  suits,  it  is  true,  would  be  the  con- 
sequence^- an  inconvenience,  no  doubt,  to  the  parties,  but  one 
for  which  the  law  a^  yet  has  provided  no  remedy.  The  Code, 
admitting  all  parties  to  be  heeurd  in  one  suit,  does  not  apply  to 
the  writ  of  mandamus.    The  471st  section  expressly  excludes 
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ihat  class  of  cases.  It  may  be,  that  the  Croton  Board  could 
have  filed  a  bill  of  interpleader.  Of  the  expediency  of  doing 
80,  they  were  the  judges.  Or  all  parties  may  unite  in  a  state- 
ment of  facts — ^which  could  readily  be  agreed  upon — ^to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  general  term,  accompanied  by  such  arguments  as 
the  respective  counsel  might  see  fit  to  urge. 

It  is  enough,  however,  for  the  determination  of  the  present 
application,  that  the  rules  of  law  as  at  present  existing  in  cases 
of  mandamus,  and  ''until,  (as  the  Code  expresses  it,)  the  leg- 
islature shall  otherwise  provide,"  do  not  allow  an  outside  party 
to  intervene  on  such  an  appeal  as  that  taken  by  Dinsmore  & 
Go,  Whether  the  court  should  hear  the  counsel  of  FairchQd 
&  Co.,  as  amicus  curice^  when  the  argument  is  brought  on,  will 
be  for  the  general  term  to  decide.  It  is  competent  to  the 
judges  to  listen  in  that  character,  to  the  suggestions  of  any 
member  of  the  bar  in  any  case.  No  formal  order  is  necessary, 
and  certainly  none  would  be  proper  to  be  made  by  a  single 
judge  at  special  term  to  control  the  discretion  of  his  brethren 
on  the  general  term  bench. 

The  motion  made  by  FairchUd  &  Co.,  to  vacate  the  stay  of 
proceedings  in  the  Dinsmore  suit,  and  to  place  that  suit  on  the 
present  general  term  calendar,  and  to  permit  Fairchild  k  Co. 
to4)e  heard  by  counsel  on  the  Dinsmore  appeal,  must,  there- 
fore, be  denied. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  Mary  Van  Wagensic . 


Hie  testator,  bj  his  wOl,  authorized  his  executors  to  lease  to  his  widow,  fcx  a 
term  not  exoeeding  fourteen  jears^  his  house  in  Muiraj  street^  (New-York^) 
at  a  rent  of  $800,  thej,  and  not  the  lessee,  paying  all  taxes,  assessments^  in- 
soranoe  and  repairs.  The  lease,  however,  was  to  be  "on  the  condition  that 
she  should  occupj  the  premises  for  her  reeldenoe.** 
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In  the  matter  ofthe  petition  oTICary  Yan  Wagenen. 

Afk&r  the  death  ofthe  testator,  it  appeared  that  great  changes  were  taking  plaoa 
in  that  part  ofthe  city,  and  the  immediate  neighborhood,  which  had  rendered 
the  premises  onsoitable  for  a  leeideDce,  (where  the  widow  and  fiunily  then 
rerided,)  bat  of  far  more  yalne  for  business. 

The  question  was,  whether  under  the  will  there  was  any  authority  to  change  the 
nsidenoe  during  tlie  lease  7  Under  a  daose  of  the  will  which  authorized  the 
executors,  not  only  to  make  repairs  on  the  real  estate,  (not  excepting  the 
Murray  street  residence,)  but  dUerationa  wad  "  improvements  to  the  buildings* 
as  they  may  consider  most  for  the  benefit  of  those  interested  therein,  extend- 
ing eyen  to  the  '*  removal  of  existing  buildings,  and  the  erection  of  other  build- 
ings^ of  such  form  and  construction  as  they  (the  executors)  may  think  mool 
expedient**  The  court  hdd^  that  with  the  consent  of  the  widow,  the  execu- 
tors were  clearly  empowered  to  tear  down  the  dwelling  in  Murray  street,  and 
erect  a  store  or  other  structure  thereon,  corresponding  with  the  altered  con- 
dition of  things. 

New  -  York,  Special  Term. 

EoosEVELT,  Justice.  The  late  Hubert  Van  Wagenen,  by 
his  will,  which  was  made  in  1847,  in  addition  to  an  allowance 
for  the  support  of  the  children,  gave  his  widow  an  income  for 
her  life,  of  two  thousand  dollars  per  anniun.  He  also  autho- 
rized his  executors  to  lease  to  her,  for  a  term  not  exceeding 
fourteen  years,  his  house  in  Murray  street,  at  a  rent  of  $800 ; 
they,  and  not  the  lessee,  paying  all  taxes,  assessments,  insur- 
ance and  repairs.  The  lease,  howerer,  was  to  be  "  on  the 
condition  that  she  should  occupy  the  premises  for  her  resi- 
dence." 

The  testator  died  in  1860,  leaving  a  widow  and  five  inJGsmt 
children ;  all  of  whom  still  continue  to  reside  in  the  house 
before  mentioned.  But  great  changes  are  now  taking  place 
in  that  quarter  of  the  city ;  and  among  them  is  the  demolition 
ofthe  house  adjoining  the  widow's  dwelling,  and  an  excava- 
tion below  its  foundation.  What,  then,  is  to  be  done  in  this 
unforeseen  change  of  circumstances  ?  The  lot,  while  unsalable 
on  the  one  hand,  for  a  residence,  has,  on  the  other,  become 
fitr  more  valuable  for  business.  Must  the  feunilyi  it  is  asked, 
on  pain  of  forfeiture,  still  continue  to  reside  there  ?  Is  there  no 
escape  from  such  a  gratuitous  loss  and  inconvenience,  injuri- 
ous  to  all  and  beneficial  to  none? 
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In  the  third  clause  of  his  will,  the  testator,  I  find,  has  alQ* 
ihorized  his  executors,  not  only  to  make  repairs  on  his  real 
estate,  (not  excepting  the  Murray  street  property,)  but  aUera- 
turns  and  "  improvements  to  the  buildings,"  as  they  may  con- 
sider most  for  the  benefit  of  those  interested  therein,  extending 
even  to  the  "  removal  of  existiDg  buildings,  and  the  erection 
of  other  buildings  of  such  form  and  construction  as  they  (the 
executors)  may  think  most  expedient" 

Under  this  provision,  the  executors,  it  seems  to  me,  with 
the  consent  of  the  widow,  are  clearly  empowered  to  tear 
down  the  dwelling  referred  to,  and  erect  in  its  stead,  out  of 
any  "  personal  estate  "  of  the  testator,  a  store  or  other  struc- 
ture corresponding  with  the  altered  condition  of  things,  and 
to  pay  to  the  widow,  as  part  of  the  expense  of  making  the 
change,  a  fidr  equivalent  for  the  value  of  her  leasehold  inter- 
est Such  equivalent  to  consist  either  of  a  sum  in  gross,  or, 
which  would,  perhaps,  be  more  consistent  with  the  general 
spirit  of  the  wiU,  of  a  stipulation  to  pay  her  ftom  time  to 
time,  without  the  power  of  anticipation,  so  much  of  the  in- 
creased rents  as  shall  remain  after  deducting  the  interest  and 
taxes  on  the  cost  of  the  new  building,  and  a  ratable  portion 
of  the  insurance,  besides  the  eight  hundred  dollars  per  annum 
with  which  she  is  now  chargeable. 

An  order  in  accordance  with  the  above  may  be  drawn  and 
submitted  to  the  court. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 


Sophia  YertorEj  administratrix  of,  &c.,  George  Yertoee, 
deceased  agt.  John  P.  Wiswall  and  Ebenezer  Wis- 
WALL,  Executors  o^  &c.,  Ebenezeb  Wiswall,  deceased. 

It  ifl  no  leas  neooanry  now  than  £)rm6il7,  to  let  forth  with  legal  prednon,  aQthe 
sabBtantial  facts  which  go  to  make  op  the  oaiiaeof  aotion,  andeapeciaUj  whece 
a  new  statutory  remedy  is  mvokod,  in  order  to  support  the  plaintiffs  piAoHh^ 
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An  «ctiDBfi>r  danMget  by  the  legal  repreeeiitativefrof  a  penon  kffled  bjrfthe 
wTODgful  act,  neglect  or  de&uU  of  a  wrongdoer— common  carrier^-bzought  un- 
der the  statutes  of  1847  and  1849,  is  sustainable  against  the  represeniaUves  of 
the  wrongdoer,  because  it  is  brought  for  the  enforcement  of  a  statutory  right 
of  property. 

The  swvivonkqf  of  such  an  action  is  founded  upon  the  idea  that  it  is  a  right  of 
property,  and  has  a  determinate  pecuniary  value ;  that  it  vests  absolutely  in  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin,  and  is  to  be  distributed  to  them  in  the  same  propor- 
tions, aa  the  penonal  properly  of  the  deceased ;  consequently,  survives  agunst 
the  executors  or  administEators  of  the  wiongdoer  by  the  expreaB  words  of  tha 
Revised  Statutes.    (2  i2L  5. 447,  §  1.) 

therefore,  the  form  of  the  action,  whether  stated  as  upon  contract  or  Ibr  a  wrongs 
or  both,  (as  in  this  case,)  is  not  material 

Albany  Oeneral  Thrm,  March,  1868. 

Wright,  Gould  and  Hogebook,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  by  the  defendants  £rom  an  order  of  Mr. 
Jnstioe  Gould,  overruling  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint.  The 
eomplaint  averred  that  Ebenezer  Wiswall,  deceased,  having  a 
Isrrj  license  from  the  county  court  of  Albany  county,  autho- 
lizing  him  to  run  a  ferry  between  Troy  and  West  Troy,  un^ 
daiookfar  the  compensation  provided  in  his  license,  to  convey 
Geoi^  Yertore,  deceased,  across  the  Hudson  river  in  a  skif^ 
run  at  said  ferry,  and  carelessly  and  negUgenUy  upset  the  skiff 
containing  the  said  Yertore  while  he  was  so  being  conveyed 
across  said  river,  whereby  Yertore  was  drowned,  and  drowned 
by  the  careless  and  negligent  acts  of  the  said  WiswaU  and  his  ser* 
vant;  that  he  left  a  widow  who  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  action ; 
and  that  the  pecuniary  injuries  resulting  from  the  death  of  the 
said  George  Yertore  to  his  wife  and  next  of  kin,  are  at  least 
$6,000.  The  complaint  proceeds  to  allege  the  subsequent 
death  of  Wiswall,  and  the  appointment  of  personal  represen* 
tatives,  both  of  Wiswall  and  Yertore,  and  demands  judg- 
ment, ^'fi>r  the  pecuniary  injuries  so  sustained,"  in  the  sum. 
Qf$6,000. 

The^defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint,  and  alleged  for 
cause :  1^  That  the  fSatcts  set  forth  were  not  sufficient  to  consti- 
tiite  a  cause  of  action  against  Wiswall,  in  his  lifetime. 

2»  That  the  cause  of  action,  if  any,  died  with  said  WiswaU, 
aod  did  not  survive  against  tiie  defendants. 
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Mr.  Justice  Gould  oyerruled  the  demurrer,  and  the  defend- 
ants appealed  fix)m  his  order  to  the  general  term. 

Geo.  Van  SANTVOOBD^forthe  defendants. 
R.  A,  PARMENTKR,y&r  the  plaintiff . 

By  the  court — Hogeboom,  Justice.  This  action  is  not 
brought  bj  or  against  either  of  the  original  parties  to  the  trans- 
action, and  it  becomes  therefore  essential  to  determine  whether 
the  cause  of  action  survives.  The  complaint  is  inartificially 
drawn,  which  is  the  more  to  be  regretted,  inasmuch  as  the 
character  of  the  cause  of  action  must  frequently  depend  upon 
the  insertion  or  omission  of  particular  averments  in  the  com- 
plaint, which  may  be  either  inserted  or  omitted  without  viola- 
ting the  truth.  Thus  in  an  action  against  a  conunon  carrier — 
and  a  ferryman  is  a  common  carrier — ^the  character  of  the  ac- 
tion, whether  contract  or  tort,  the  remedies  by  which  it  is  to 
be  enforced,  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  person,  or  process 
against  the  property  alone,  and  perhaps  the  question  whether 
it  survived  or  not,  certainly  at  the  common  law,  depended 
upon  the  mode  in  which  the  fiicts  were  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint. If  it  was  alleged  that  the  carrier  agreed  for  a  stipu- 
lated compensation  to  transport  the  passenger  safely,  that  not 
fiOfilling  his  agreement  he  did  not  do  so,  and  that  in  conse- 
quence thereof  the  plaintiff  sustained  damage  in  his  business 
and  engagements,  the  pleading  was  plainly  upon  contract,  the 
remedy  of  the  successful  party  was  restricted  to  property,  and 
the  cause  of  action  palpably  survived  both,  in  favor  of  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  a  deceased  plaintiff  and  against  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  a  deceased  defendant  (1  Ch.  PI  (7th 
el)  114;  People  agt,  Gibbs,  7  Wend.  29.) 

On  the  other  hand,  if  it  was  alleged  merely  that  the  plaintiff 
took  passage,  or  was  transported  in  the  defendant's  boat ;  that 
the  defendant  wrongfully  or  negligently  navigated  or  propelled 
the  same,  so  that  in  consequence  thereof  the  boat  was  upset 
and  the  plaintiff  injured ;  the  pleading  was  as  manifestly  ex 
delicto;  the  defendant  might  be  arrested  and  held  to  bail,«and 
on  penal  process  his  person  imprisoned,  and  if  either  party  died 
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before  yerdict,  the  cause  of  action  was  forever  extinguished. 
(1  Ch.  PI  (7th  ed.)  106, 162  :  Cbefc,  §§  179,  288 ;  Burkk  agt 
Ellis,  4  How.  Pr.  Rep.  288.) 

And  yet  it  is  obvious  that  either  statement  might  well  con- 
sist with  the  real  fsicts  of  the  case.  The  one  party  did  pay  the 
ferriage,  the  other  party  in  consideration  thereof,  did  impliedly, 
and  often  expressly,  agree  to  transport  him  safely.  He  did  not 
in  &ct  do  so,  but  by  negligence  or  wilfulness  upset  his  boat, 
and  caused  serious  injury  to  the  aggrieved  party,  both  to  his 
person  and  his  business. 

It  is,  therefore,  no  less  necessary  now  than  formerly,  to  set 
fortE  with  legal  precision  all  the  substantial  &ctB  which  go  to 
make  up  the  cause  of  action,  and  especially  where  a  new  stat- 
utory remedy  is  invoked,  in  order  to  support  the  plaintiff's 
pleading. 

Nevertheless,  as  the  evident  policy,  as  well  as  the  express 
language  of  the  Code,  requires  the  courts  to  disregard  mere 
form,  and  to  confine  their  attention  to  matters  of  substance^ 
and  as  a  simple  and  obvious  remedy  by  motion  has  been  pro- 
vided, to  make  vague  and  imperfect  allegations  more  definite 
and  certain,  I  think  we  should  give  to  the  averments  in  a  plead- 
ing under  the  new  system,  a  liberal  and  indulgent  construc- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and  giving  effect  to  their 
real  intent  and  object 

In  the  complaint  under  consideration,  there  is  no  direct  ref- 
erence to  the  statute  of  1847.  {Laws  of  1847,  ch.  450.)  As  it 
is  a  public  act,  I  suppose  it  was  not  necessary  that  there  should 
be.  It  is,  horwever,  fairly  inferable,  that  the  remedy  sought 
was  under  that  statute,  for,  1.  Every  lawyer  ought  to  know  that 
independent  of  that  statute,  an  action  could  not  be  brought  in 
&vor  of  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  party,  for  an  injury 
causing  death,  and  basing  the  claim  to  relief  on  that  fact 

2.  The  injury  is  alleged  to  have  occurred  through  the  oaio* 
less  and  negligent  acts  of  the  defendant,  resulting  in  death. 

3.  The  pecuniary  injuries  resulting  from  such  death,  to  the 
wife  and  next  of  kin,  are  averred  at  $5,000,  as  the  ground  and 
measure  of  damages,  almost  in  the  very  words  of  the  statute. 
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.  4.  The  judgment  sought  is  $5,000,  the  limit  of  the  statutei- 
"  for  the  pecuniary  injuries  so  sustained^" 

I  think  we  must  therefore  turn  our  attention  to  that  statute, 
in  connection  with  the  amendment  of*  1849,  {Laws  </1849,  ch. 
266,)  to  test  the  question  whether  the  cause  of  action  thereby 
allowed,  is  of  a  character  which  according  to  the  rales  of  law, 
or  toa&ir  interpretation  of  the  statute  itself,  will  survive 
against  the  representatives  of  the  wrongdoer. 

The  question  is  one  of  considerable  practical  importance. 
Cases  under  it  are  likely  often  to  arise.  Views  to  some  extent 
conflictiDg,  have  be^n  expressed  by  different  judges  on  the  sub- 
ject Besults  of  considerable  magnitude,  growing  out  of  the  oc- 
duzrence  which  gave  birth  to  this  suit,  and  as  is  well  under- 
stood, to  several  others,  may  be  more  or  less  dependent  upon 
the  decision  of  the  question  presented  by  this  demurrer.  And 
these  considerations  must  be  the  apology  for  further  discussing 
questions  which  have  been  already  treated  at  length,  and  with 
ability,  by  two  of  my  brethren. 

The  action  authorized  by  the  law  in  question,  J  regard  as 
new  and  original^  not  merely  as  to  the  parties  who  may  insti- 
tute it,  but  as  to  the  cause  of  action  involved.  It  is  not  given 
to  the  party  actually  injured,  for  he  is  dead — it  is  not  given  on 
account  of  his  personal  sufferings,  for  they  are  limited  to  him- 
self— it  is  not  given  to  his  personal  representatives,  because 
they  represent  him,  but  because  they  are  convenient  trustees 
for  others.  The  damages  recovered  are  not  assets  in  their  hands 
for  the  payment  of  debts  or  of  legacies,  nor  would  they  be  sub- 
ject in  any  degree  to  the  claims  of  creditors  or  of  legatees,  but 
they  belong  to  the  wife  and  the  next  of  kin,  as  ihek  property, 
made  so  by  statute.  They  are  graduated  by  the  pecuniary  in- 
jurijBS  which  result  fix>m  the  death,  not  to  the  man  himself,  not 
to  his  estate,  not  to  his  creditors,  but  to  the  wife  and  the  next 
of  kin.  The  loss  which  they  sustain  is  the  loss  recovered  ;  the 
pecuniary  interest  which  they  have  in  his  life,  is  the  measure 
of  damage.  They  are  to  have  a  &ir  and  just  compensation  for 
the  inj  uries  by  thein  sustained.  They  recover  the  value  of  his 
life — ^the  value  to  them.    It  is  a  statutory  property,  created  by 
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Ae  Statute  and  vested  in  the  family  of  the  deceased.  Nobody 
else  has  a  right  to  it,  or  to  dispose  of  it  It  is  in  some  sense 
making  merchandise  of  life,  and,  therefore,  in  a  degree  repug- 
nant to  refined  and  sensitive  minds,  but  it  is  nevertheless  the 
statute  law  of  the  land 

I  think  this  view  of  the  case  is  not  answered  by  saying  that 
the  statute  was  intended  merely  to  remove  the  l^al  disability 
of  death,  from  actions  brought  to  recover  for  personal  injuries. 
It  is  true,  the  statute  says,  the  party  committing  the  injury 
shall  be  liable,  notwithstanding  the  death  of  the  person  in- 
jured ;  but  it  does  not  say  it^  I  think,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tinuing the  action  or  the  cause  of  action  existing  before  the 
death,  but  for  the  purpose  of  declaring  that  the  death  of  a 
party  should  not  be,  as  it  formerly  had  been,  an  effectual  bar 
to  a  claim  for  damages  against  the  wrongdoer,  who  ought  to 
suffer  for  his  misconduct.  The  action  authorized,  is  a  new  ac- 
tion, not  another  action  continued.  It  would  not  be  proper,  I 
think,  if  an  action  had  been  commenced  during  the  life  of  the 
party  injured,  for  the  personal  injuries  sustained,  to  ask  for  a 
continuance  of  it  after  his  death,  under  the  provisions  of  this 
statute,  but  it  is,  ^^an  action,"  a  new  and  independent  action, 
which  is  thus  authorized.  So  the  caiLse  of  action  is  not  the 
same  but  different  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  it  would  be 
necessary  or  adnmsible  in  an  action  under  this  statute,  to  in* 
corporate  in  the  complaint  any  averments  of  personal  injury 
or  special  damage,  or  circumstances  of  aggravation  to  the  per^ 
son  injured ;  nor  would  it  be  proper  to  charge  a  jury  that  they 
might  legitimately  take  these  into  consideration  in  making  up 
their  verdict.  The  naked  questions  are:  1.  Was  the  death 
oocasioned  by  the  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  de£iult  of  the  party 
sought  to  be  charged?  and  2.  Whsit^re  the  pecuniary  injuries 
resulting  from  such  death — the  pecuniary  injuries  alone— no 
other — ^to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased  ? 

Nor  do  the  words  in  the  act,  that  the  damages  thus  recovered 
shall  be  distributed  among  the  widow  and  nextof  kinof  such 
deceased  person,  according  to  the  law  for  the  distribution  of 
personal  property,  help  the  defendant's  construction.    I  think 
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ihey  have  the  contrary  eflfect.  I  think  they  were  mainly  em- 
ployed to  designate  an  equitable  standard  of  distribution  among 
the  several  persons  entitled  to  the  amount  recovered ;  but  as- 
suming the  &ct  to  be  otherwise,  then  the  argument  is  equally 
strong,  that  the  statute  recognizes  these  damages  as  property,  as 
assets,  as  a  part  of  the  estcUe  of  the  deceased  person,  and  not  as 
mere  floating,  equivocal  and  unsubstantial  elements  of  claim^ 
depending  for  their  vitality  and  ultimate  recovery  upon  the 
continued  life  of  the  party  injured,  and  wholly  dissipated  by 
his  death. 

A  similar  construction  was  put  upon  this  statute  by  the  su- 
perior court  of  New- York,  in  Safford  agt.  Drew,  (3  Duer^  627,) 
.  also  by  the  court  of  queen's  bench  in  England,  in  the  case  of 
Blake  agt  The  Midland  Countiea  Railway  Co.^  (10  Eng.  Law 
Jt  Eq.  Rep.  139,)  which  was  a  case  under  the  statute  of  9  and 
10  Victoria^  ch.  93,  nearly  similar  to  oura  In  the  latter  case, 
the  court  limited  the  recovery  with  great  strictness  to  the  mere 
pecuniary  injury  sustained  by  the  family  of  the  deceased,  ex- 
cluding not  only  all  personal  injury  to  the  deceased  party,  but 
the  mental  sufferings  of  the  survivors. 

If  this  view  of  the  statute  be  correct,  then  the  subject  of  this 
action  is  property — ^the  valtie  of  a  life — ^property  in  the  same 
sense  that  a  horse  or  an  article  of  furniture  is  property — ^prop- 
erty in  the  same  sense  that  an  estate  for  years  or  for  life  in 
lands,  or  a  life  insurance  policy,  is  property — ^and  being  such, 
the  question  is  whether  the  parties  sustaining  the  loss  have  not 
the  same  remedy  against  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
wrongdoer,  that  they  have  in  the  case  of  other  property  wrong- 
fully injured  or  destroyed.  I  think  they  have,  and  that  there- 
fore the  action  is  sustainable  against  the  representatives  of  the 
wrongdoer,  not  so  much  because  it  is  inform  on  contract  or 
for  a  wrong,  (and  this  particular  complaint  contains  allegations 
of  both  kinds,)  but  because  it  is  brought  for  the  enforcement 
of  a  statutory  right  of  property.  I  think  if  the  statute  had 
simply  declared  that  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  of  a  deceased 
pai-ty  should  have  a  right  of  action  against  the  wrongdoer  for 
the  pecum'ary  injuries  sustained  by  them  by  his  death,  when 
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caused  by  the  wrongful  act,  default  or  neglect  of  euch  person, 
it  would  have  created  a  cause  of  action,  which  from  its  intrin- 
sic  character,  would  survive  against  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  wrongdoer,  not  because  the  statute  has  so  in  terms  de- 
clared, for  it  has  not  done  so,  but  as  a  necessary  consequence 
and  attribute  of  the  nature  of  the  right  thus  conferred.  (2  JR. 
S.  447,  §  1.) 

This  view  of  the  case  is  strengthened,  if  not  authoritatively 
maintained,  by  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Comstoce,  in  the 
court  of  appeals,  in  Quin  agt.  Moore,  (15  K  T.  Bep.  432.)  He 
argues  with  much  force  the  assignahility  of  such  a  claim  as  is 
given  by  this  statute ;  and  although  the  question  was  not  per- 
haps directly  involved  in  the  case,  or  absolutely  essential  to 
its  decision,  so  as  to  give  it  the  binding  force  of  an  adjudica* 
tion  of  a  superior  tribunal,  the  reasoning  employed  is  directly 
applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  K  the  demand  is  assignable,  it 
would  seem  necessarily,  also,  to  have  the  quality  of  survivor- 
ship, and  both  are  founded  upon  the  idea  that  it  is  a  right  of 
property,  and  has  a  determinate  pecuniary  value ;  that  it  vests 
absolutely  in  the  widow  and  next  of  kin,  and  is  to  be  distrib- 
uted to  them  in  the  same  proportions  as  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  deceased  If  this  is  so,  then  it  survives  against  the 
executor  or  administrator  of  the  wrongdoer,  by  the  express 
words  of  the  section  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  above  quoted. 
(2  R.  S.  447,  §  1.) 

The  order  of  the  special  term  should  therefore  be  affirmed 
with  costs. 


KoTB.--The  yirrt  section  of  the  act  of  1847,  would  Beem  to  govern  the  qneetion 
whether  an  action  for  damages  brought  bj  the  representatives  of  a  person  killed 
by  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default,  murvwes  against  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  wrongdoer.    That  section  reads  as  follows : 

'*  Whenever  the  death  of  a  person  shall  be  caused  hj  wrongful  act,  neglect  or 
debult,  and  the  act,  neglect  or  default,  is  such  as  would,  (if  death  had  not  en- 
coed,)  have  entitled  the  party  injured  to  maintain  an  action  and  recover  damages 
in  respect  thereof,  then  and  in  every  such  case,  the  person  who,  or  the  corporation 
which  would  have  bean  liable^  if  death  had  not  ensued,  shall  be  liable  to  an  ao- 
tkn  for  damages^  notwithstanding  the  death  of  the  person  injured,  and  although 
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the  death  shall  have  been  caosed  under  sooh  droomstanoee  aa  amount  m  law  to 
felony." 

The  Code  requires  in  eveiy  action,  a  statement  of  facts  constituting  the  cauae  of 
action.  The  cause  of  action  under  this  statute,  like  others,  arises  with  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  fkcts  upon  whidi  it  is  founded,  determines  the  nature  of  the 
action.  It  is  conceded  to  be  for  injuries  to  the  person,  h^ort  the  death  of  the 
party  injured.  Does  this  statute  then,  by  giving  an  action  to  the  representatives 
of  the  party  injured,  after  his  death,  create  a  new  action  or  remedy,  which  sur- 
vives against  the  defendant  ?  That  is,  does  it  give  an  action  on  an  implied  otm- 
tract,  or  one  in  tort  for  injury  to  property  f  Or  if  the  statate  is  to  be  considered 
as  giving  a  new  action  or  remedy,  is  it  not  one  for  imiwry  totheperaon^  and  which 
does  not  survive  ? 

Are  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action  creating  the  defendant's  liability, 
changed  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  party  iz^'ured  ?  The  defendant  is  liable  to 
an  action  for  damages,  nolmOataindimg  the  death  of  the  person'injured ;  and  his 
agents  and  employees  are  liable  to  indictment  notwithstanding  his  death.  When 
the  defendant  is  sued  in  such  an  action,  his  whole  defence  would  seem  to  be  that 
he  did  not  by  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  de&ult^  injure  the  person  and  cause  his 
death.  Death  is  the  result  of  the  injuries  to  the  person.  The  wrongful  act^  neg- 
lect or  default,  are  the  causes  of  such  result,  and  consequently,  it  would  seem, 
should  be  stated  as  the  cause  of  action  fbr  the  damages  therefor. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  would  seem  only  to  prescribe  the  mode  of  bring- 
ing the  action,  and  the  manner  of  distributing  the  damages  when  recovered.  "  The 
jury  may  give  such  damages  as  they  shall  deem  a  fair  and  just  compensation,  (not 
exceeding  $5,000,)  with  reference  to  the  pecuniary  injuries  resulting  from  sudi 
death,  to  the  wife  and  next  of  kin,"  Ac.  In  other  words,  the  court  can  say  to  the 
jury,  that  if  they  find  the  defendant  liable  hi  the  action  under  this  statute,  on  the 
facts  proved,  they  may  take  into  account  the  situation  of  the  widow  and.chUdren 
in  settling  upon  the  amount  of  damages. 

This  statute  by  its  terms  creates  a  remedy  for  the  representatives  of  the  party 
injured,  (if  he  difs  from  his  injuries,)  against  the  defendant,  if  the  action  la  brought 
within  two  years.  Thus  Umiting  the  time  of  bringing  the  action  to  the  sam^  time 
of  bringing  actions  which  are  highly  penal,  and  to  indictments — ^which  &ct  goes 
to  show,  (in  connection  with  the  authority  for  finding  an  indictment  for  the  same 
injury,)  that  the  legislature  intended  to  give  speedy  trials  agamst  the  defendant 
or  his  agents,  Ac. ;  and  it  would  seem  to  negative  the  idea  that  the  action  might 
for  a  series  of  years,  like  actions  upon  contract,  run  against  the  legal  representa- 
tives of  the  defendant  > 

To  the  argument  that  the  action  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  next  of  km, 
and  as  they  or  the  representatives  who  bring  the  action  have  received  no  penonal 
injuries  fix>m  the  defendant,  therefore  the  action  cannot  be  sustained  as  an  ac- 
tion for  personal  mjuries ;  the  answer  is,  that  the  legislature  intended  either  to 
continue  the  same  action  that  the  deceased  person  might  have  sustained,  (if  liv^ 
ing,)  or  they  intended  to  give  a  fMU?  aind  original  acHon  for  permmal  m;iirie»— one 
hy  which  the  defendant  could  be  made  to  respond  in  damages  for  the  benefit  of 
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flia  widow  and  dbfldrao,  twtwWuiaHdmg  the  death  of  the  party  injured,  (aad  in 
tfaaixespect  a  remedial  atanite,)  and  founded  on  the  personal  injuries  which  the 
deceased  party  had  aualained  by  the  wrongful  act^  neglect  or  default  of  the  de- 
fendant This  view  of  the  subject  would  seem  to  harmonize  all  parts  of  the  ad^ 
without  any  orerstrained  construction.  (See  Beach  agt.  Bay  State  Steamboat  Co^ 
oa^  page  1,  whick  aofiar  aeii  touches  (hisquestionj Heme  to preeenta  similar  view.) 
The  cases  of  1\mA  agt  WiswaU^  (15  Bow.  128 ;)  Qmn  agt  Moore,  (15  K.  T.  R. 
432 ;)  Safford  agt  Drew^  (3  Duer,  627,)  and  the  fi)regoing  case,  are  all  decisions 
advene  to  the  views  here  expressed.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  mere  presumption 
to  suggest  even,  anything  that  looks  like  opposition  to  such  an  array  of  authority. 
But  as  there  has  been  considerable  discussion  on  the  subject,  and  likely  to  be  oon- 
Bdearable  more,  and  as  some  of  the  judges  seem  to  think  it  a  very  proper  subject  fisr 
a  fiill  and  free  discnssion,  the  fixregoing  views  are  suggested.. — [Ripobtbb. 


HERKIMER  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Cristman,  Respondent  agt  Richard  0.  Paul  and 
others,  Commissioners  of  Highways  of  the  town  of  Wil- 
murt,  Appellants 

A  defendant  applying  for  a  second  adjournment  in  a  justice's  court,  must  bring 
himself  within  the  statute,  and  show  afiOrmatively  and  satisfactorily,  that  he 
has  used  due  diligence  to  obtain  the  attendance  of  the  absent  witness  An 
affidavit  alleging  that  the  witness  was  not  within  reach  of  the  process  of  the 
court  on  the  day  the  affidavit  was  made^  is  not  sufficient  If  the  affidavit  had 
alleged  that  the  witness  had  been  out  of  the  reach  of  process  since  the  hist 
adjournment,  it  would  be  sufficient 

A  mere  notice  of  appeal  without  stating  any  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  is 
founded,  is  not  sufficient  In  such  a  case,  the  justice  would  not  be  bound  to 
make  his  return.  And  if  he  did  make  it,  the  appeal  on  motion  would  be  dia- 
misaed.  And  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the  notice  to  contaui  "  a  ground  of  error/' 
or  **  grounds  of  error;"  but  it  must  state  truly  Oie  grounds,  and  aU  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  appeal  is  founded,  or  upon  which  the  appellant  reUes.  (See 
dedsiontothe same  tg^ m  Derby  agt  BaiKwl»,  16  Bow.  32.) 

U  seems,  that  the  only  remedy  against  commissioners  of  highways  for  not  re- 
pairing highways,  is  by  indictment,  except  that  in  a  proper  case^  they  might 
also  be  proceeded  agamst  by  mandai^us. 

If  a  person  can,  in  any  case,  sustain  an  action  against  such  commiasioneis  for 
damages  sustained  by  abroad  negligentty  and  wrongfiil^  left  out  of  repair  by 
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ffaem,  it  can  only  be  when  the  damages  sostained  are  spedal,  and  pecoliar  to 
the  plaintiff;  bnt  it  cannot  be  for  such  damages  as  are  incident  and  common 
to  all  persons  who  maj  haye  occasion  to  travel  on  the  road. 
Qvnem,  Whether  in  an  action  against  commissioners  of  highways  for  damages 
for  not  repairing  a  highway,  and  in  actions  of  this  kind,  it  is  not  the  same  in  a 
justice's  court,  as  in  the  supreme  court,  that  although  the  amount  of  damages 
claimed,  ($100,)  is  not  put  in  issue,  (the  defendants  not  denying  the  action,) 
still,  the  amount  of  damages  must  be  proved  ?  But  whether  this  be  so  or  not^ 
the  defendants,  by  not  denying,  do  not  in  any  view  of  the  case  admit  only 
such  damages,  as  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  they  are  legally  liable  to  pay. 


John  C.  Harris,  attorney  for  respondent, 
J.  H.  WoosTEB,  ailomeyfor  appellants. 

EarL)  County  Judge.  This  action  was  brought  against  the 
defendants  for  a  neglect  of  duty,  in  not  repairing  a  certain 
highway,  in  the  town  of  Wilmurt,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  plaintiff  sustained  various  damages.  The  defendants  sub- 
stantially put  in  issue  the  existence  of  the  highway,  but  de- 
nied nothing  else  alleged  in  the  complaint.  The  issue  was 
joined  on  the  21st  day  of  July,  1857 ;  and  by  the  consent  of 
the  parties,  the  cause  was  adjourned  to  August  Ist^  on  which 
day  the  parties  again  appeared ;  and  the  defendants  applied 
on  an  affidavit  of  the  materiality  of  an  absent  witness,  for  a 
further  adjournment  of  the  cause.  This  application  the  jus- 
tice refused,  and  the  defendants  then  lefk  the  court,  and  the 
trial  of  the  cause  took  place  in  their  absence.  The  justice 
rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $75,  besides  costs. 
From  this  judgment  the  defendants  have  appealed  to  this 
court,  and  in  their  notice  of  appeal  have  alleged  the  following 
grounds  of  error,  to  wit : 

(1.)  "  The  court  erroneously  denied  the  application  of  the 
defendants  to  adjourn  the  cause. 

(2.)  "  The  judgment  rendered  in  this  cause  is  excessive. 

(8.)  "  The  judgment  is  against  law  and  evidence." 

I,  I  think  the  justice  properly  denied  the  application  for 
an  adjournment  The  affidavit  does  not  show  the  use  of 
"  due  diligence  "  to  obtain  the  absent  witness.    It  alleges  that 
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the  witness  was  not  within  leach  of  the  process  of  the  oourt 
on  ihe  day  the  affidavit  was  made.  But  for  anything  that 
appears,  the  witness  may  have  been  a  resident  of  this  county, 
and  within  it  down  to  the  very  day  when  the  cause  was  tried. 
It  does  not  appear  how  long  he  was  absent  from  ib§  county, 
OT  that  any  subpoena  was  taken  out  for  him,  or  that  any  efforts 
were  made  to  subpoena  him.  I  concede  that  the  affidavit 
would  have  been  sufficient,  if  it  had  alleged  that  he  had  been 
out  of  the  reach  of  process  since  the  last  adjournment.  This 
it  does  not  show,  and  it  cannot  be  necessarily  inferred.  The 
defendant  applying  for  a  second  adjournment  must  bring 
himself  within  the  statute,  and  show  affirmatively  and  satis* 
&ctorily  that  he  has  used  due  diligence  to  obtain  the  attend- 
ance of  the  absent  witness. 

n.  The  counsel  for  the  appellants  also  alleged  as  error  on 
the  argument  in  this  courts  that  the  plaintiff  was  improperly 
sworn  as  a  witness,  for  the  reason  that  no  notice  of  his  in- 
tended examination  had  been  served  on  the  defendants,  as 
required  by  §  399  of  the  Code  as  amended. 

It  will  not  be  disputed  that  this  is  an  error  for  which  the 
iudgment  must  be  reversed  if  the  appellants  can  avail  them- 
selves of  it  on  this  appeal.  The  counsel  for  the  respondent, 
daims  that  ihey  have  waived  this  error  by  not  inserting  it 
among  the  grounds  of  error  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 

The  Code  (§  853)  provides  that  "the  appellant  shall,  with- 
in twenty  days  after  judgment,  serve  a  notice  of  appeal,  stat- 
ing (he  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  is  founded.^^  Section 
354  provides  that  the  notice  shall  be  served  on  the  justice  and 
the  opposite  party.  Section  860  provides  that  the  justice 
shall  "  make  a  return  to  the  appellate  court,  of  the  testimony^ 
proceedings  and  judgment^  Section  865  provides  that  "  the 
appeal  shall  be  heard  on  the  original  papers."  A  mere  notice 
of  appeal,  without  stating  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal 
is  founded,  is  not  sufficient  In  such  a  case  the  justice  would 
not  be  bound  to  make  his  return.  And  if  he  did  make  it,  the 
appeal  would,  on  motion,  be  dismissed.  And  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient for  the  notice  to  contain  "a  ground  of  error,"  "or  grounds 
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of  error;'' but  it  must  state  t&e  grounds  upon  whioh  the  ftp^ 
peal  is  founded.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  only  object  of  the 
notice  is  to  give  the  appellate  court  jurisdiction  of  the  parties 
and  the  subjeet  matter.  For  if  this  were  all  that  was  intended 
by  the  l^v  makers,  a  simple  notice  of  appeal,  such  as  is  used 
on  appeals  to  the  supreme  court  and  the  oourt  of  appeals, 
would  have  answered  every  purpose.  In  respect  to  these 
notices  of  appeals,  their  only  office,  undoubtedly,  is  to  give 
the  appellate  courts  jurisdiction.  But  it  must  be  inferred  that 
a  notice  of  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment  which  is  required 
to  contain  the  grounds  of  the  appeal,  has  a  fixrther  office  to 
perform.  When  the  law  makers  required  the  notice  to  oonr 
tain  "  the  grounds"  of  the  appeal,  they  meant  Something. 
This  requirement  is  clearly  not  surplusage,  ncnr  a  mere  idle 
form  without  purpose.  In  my  opinion,  the  grounds  are  re- 
quired to  be  stated  for  two  purposes :  (1.)  That  the  justice 
may  know  the  errors  relied  on,  and  thus  be  («reful  to  return 
accurately  and  fully  in  reference  to  them ;  (2.)  That  the  oppo- 
site party  upon  whom  the  notice  is  required  to  be  served  ifaay 
know  the  errors  complained  of,  and  thus  be  enabled  to  com- 
pel  by  amended  return,  if  necessary,  a  full  and  accurate  re- 
turn in  reference  to  them,  and  that  he  may  know  beforehand 
the  errors  relied  on,  and  thus  be  prepared  for  the  argument  of 
the  appeal.  It  is  easy  to  perceive  that  this  provrsion,  requir- 
ing the  notice  to  contain  the  grounds  of  the  appeal,  is  a  wise 
and  useful  one  in  both  of  these  aspects.  Without  such  a  pro- 
vision, a  party  would  frequently  be  obliged  to  go  to  the  argu- 
ment of  the  appeal  without  knowing  what  allegations  of  error 
he  would  have  to  meet,  and  with  a  return  imperfect  in  refer- 
ence to  the  errors  alleged  on  the  argument.  In  this  very  case, 
for  instance,  the  notice  of  the  examination  of  the  plaintiff 
may  have  been  served,  and  proof  of  such  service  may  have 
been  made  before  the  justice ;  and  as  the  want  of  such  a  no- 
tice was  not  stated  as  one  of  the  grounds  of  the  appeal,  and  as 
the  notice  did  not  relate  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  justice 
may  have  oniitted  all  mention  of  it  in  his  return ;  and  for  the 
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aamfi  reamomBf  the  respondent  may  have  omitted  to  -procwe  an 
amended  return. 

And  if  it  is  important  and  requisite  that  the  notice  of  ap* 
peal  should  state  the  grounds  of  the  appeal  for  the  reasons 
above  given,  it  is  still  more  important  that  it  should  state  all 
the  grounds  of  the  appeal,  and  state  them  truly.  For  if  a 
party  conid  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  some  grounds,  and 
then  rely  upon  them  and  others  also  which  were  not  stated ; 
or  if  he  could  state  grounds  of  appeal,  all  of  which  were  fidse 
and  nntme,  and  then  on  the.  argument  rely  upon  grounds  not 
slated^  this  part  of  the  notice  of  appeal  instead  of  answering  a 
useful  purpose,  would  only  have  a  tendency  to  mislead  the 
justice  and  the  opposite  party.  I  ask,  then,  why  state  the 
gixmnda  of  the  appeal,  if  they  are  not  all  to  be  stated,  and 
stated  truly  ?  If  a  party  is  not  to  state  all  his  grounds  of 
^)peal,  and  state  them  truly,  it  would  evidently  be  much  bet- 
ter not  to  have  them  stated  at  all. 

Hence  I  say  the  plain  wording  of  the  statute,  as  weD  as  the 
reason,  upon  which  it  is  founded,  requires  that  the  appellant 
ahall  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  the  grounds  upon  which  he 
nHea;  and  all.  the  errors  not  &irly  pointed  out  in  the  notice  of 
appeal  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived.  Having  placed 
upon  the  record  the  grounds  upon  which  he  asks  to  have  the 
judgment  reversed,  he  is  estopped  from  taking  any  other 
grounds  on  the  argument  He  is  in  a  position  analogous  to 
that  of  a  party  who  has  placed  his  objections  to  evidence,  and 
exceptions  to  rulings,  on  certain  specific  groxmds,  and  who,  on 
a  review  of  the  objections  and  exceptions,  is  confined  to  the 
grounds  thus  taken. 

Justice  Bacon,  in  WAsier  agt.  Hopkins,  (11  How.  Pr.  R 
140,)  has  arrived  at  a  different  conclusion  fix>m  the  one  which 
I  have  here  reached.  He  holds  that  the  only  office  of  the 
noticeof  appeal  is  to  give  the  appellate  court  jurisdiction.  He 
says,  the  notice,  of  appeal  "is  no  indispensable  part  of  the 
papers  upon  which  the  appeal  is  to  be  heard  in  the  court 
above ;  and  it  is  no  more  necessary  that  it  should  appear  in 
the  printed  case  than  the  certificate  of  a  justice  of  the  supreme 
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ooart,  withoat  which  so  judgment  can  be  reviewed  by  appeal 
from  the  county  to  the  supreme  court."  From  these  views,  I 
must  respectfully  dissent  The  return  must  contain  **the 
testimonji  proceedings  and  judgment."  The  notice  of  appeal 
is  one  of  the  "  proceedings "  in  the  court  below.  All  the 
proceedings  must  be  returned,  and  this  is  one  of  them.  If 
the  justice  should  omit  to  return  it,  he  could  and  would  be 
compelled  to  do  so.  In  this  respect,  then,  the  notice  of  appeal 
differs  from  the  certificate  of  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court 
The  certificate  is  no  part  of  the  judgment  record  upon  which 
the  appeal  is  to  be  heard.  The  notice  of  appeal  is  a  part  of 
the  return,  and  as  such,  forms  a  part  of  the  judgment  record 
in  the  county  court. 

But  if  I  am  mistaken  in  this,  and  the  notice  of  appeal  is  no 
part  of  the  return,  it  will  not  affect  the  results  which  I  have 
reached ;  for  then  the  party  upon  whom  the  notice  of  appeal 
has  been  served,  can  produce  it  on  the  argument,  and  the 
court  can  look  into  it  and  see  upon  what  grounds  of  error  the 
appellant  has  planted  himself,  and  confine  him  to  them.  The 
court  would  have  the  same  right  thus  to  look  into  the  notice 
that  it  would  have  to  look  into  a  stipulation  expressly  waiving 
all  the  errors  except  those  specified  in  it 

Justice  Bacon,  in  the  same  case,  also  holds  that  the  only 
remedy  of  the  respondent,  when  he  claims  that  the  notice  of 
appeal  is  defective,  is  by  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeaL 
This  remedy  the  respondent  would  undoubtedly  have,  if  the 
notice  of  appeal  contained  no  grounds  of  error.  But  he  would 
not  have  this  remedy,  if  the  notice  of  appeal  contained  any 
grounds.  In  such  a  case,  the  only  remedy  which  he  would 
have,  would  be  the  one  which  I  have  pointed  out,  to  wit :  to 
confine  the  appellant  on  the  argument  to  such  grounds  as  are 
stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 

With  great  respect,  therefore,  for  the  learned  judge  who 
wrote  the  opinion  in  Webster  agt  Hopkins^  1  cannot  be  bound 
by  it  as  good  authority  in  this  case.  The  ground  of  error 
that  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  improperly  sworn  as  a  wit- 
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ne8B|-  not  being  found  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  is  not  available 
to  the  defendants  here. 

m.  It  is  also  claimed  by  the  appellants  that  on  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  complaint  and  proved  on  the  trial,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  the  judgment  against  them. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  that  the  defendants  are  com- 
missioners of  highways  of  the  town  of  Wilmurt,  and  as  such, 
are  obligated  to  keep  the  highways  and  bridges  in  said  town, 
in  repair;  that  a  certain  highway,  in  said  town,  had  been  out 
of  repair  and  wholly  impassable,  for  three  years ;  and  that  the 
defendants,  although  they  had  the  means  and  power  to  repair 
the  same,  and  although  they  had  been  notified  and  requested 
so  to  do,  had  wilfully,  carelessly,  negligently,  and  intention- 
ally,  neglected  and  refused  to  work  and  repair  the  same ;  that 
the  said  highway  was  the  only  highway  leading  to  and  from 
the  plaintiff's  &nn  in  said  town,  and  that  by  reason  of  the 
said  neglect  and  refusal,  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  great 
damage  in  his  business  of  fiuming  and  teaming,  by  breaking 
and  destroying  wagons  and  other  vehicles,  injuring  teams, 
inability  to  get  off  shingles  and  lumber,  time  and  labor  ex- 
pended in  passing  to  and  from  said  £um  by  reason  of  insujfi- 
cient  roads,  depreciation  in  the  value  of  £smn  by  reason  of  no 
road  that  was  passable,  and  other  injuries  and  damages,  in  all, 
to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  dollars. 

All  these  allegations,  except  the  existence  of  the  highway, 
are  not  denied,  and  therefore  admitted.  On  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  gave  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  highway,  and  that 
the  defendants  had  in  their  hands  $600  applicable  to  highway 
purposes ;  and  on  the  subject  of  damages,  there  was  no  proof 
except  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff,  which  is  as  follows :  "  Said 
road  is  impassable  with  teams ;  has  been  so  for  a  year  and  a 
half;  the  commissioners  had  notice  of  its  being  impassable  at 
different  times ;  commissioners  agreed  to  fix  said  road ;  the  last 
time  I  talked  with  Alvin  Paul,  he  said  he  would  not  do  any* 
thing  about  it ;  said  commissioners  employed  me  for  two  years 
to  find  my  own  way  out ;  that  time  expired  one  year  and  a  half 
last  June ;  they  paid  me  fifty  dollars  per  year;  it  had  a  good 


84  NBW-TORK  PRAOTIOB  RBPORTS. 


Oiistman  agt  Paul  and  othdra. 


deal  of  effect  on  me,  for  the  reason  that  I  could  not  get  anything 
in  or  out,  such  as  lumber  or  shingles ;  I  broke  my  wagon  and 
deigh  by  reason  of  bad  roads;  had  to  expend  a  good  deal  of 
time  and  labor  in  working  my  way  out,  in  consequence  of  the 
road  being  bad." 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  on  the  &ct8  as  alleged  and  proved, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  There  is  no  prece- 
dent to  which  I  have  been  cited,  or  which  I  have  been  able 
to  find,  for  the  maintenance  of  such  an  action.  If  such  actions 
are  maintainable,  they  would  have  been  of  frequent  occurs 
rence,  and  many  of  them  would  have  Ibund  their  way  into 
the  reports ;  and  the  &ct  that  the  reports  furnish  no  case  of 
the  kind,  is  all  but  conclusive  authority,  under  the  circum- 
stances, that  the  action  is  not  maintainable.  {See  BarUeU 
agt.  Crosier^  17  John.  487 ;  Morey  agt  The  Toum  of  Newfane^ 
8  Barh.  645 ;  Hulaon  agt  The  Oity  of  New -York,  5  Sandf.  289, 
819.)  I  think,  too,  from  these  cases,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
only  remedy  against  commissioners  of  highways  for  not  re* 
pairing  highways,  is  by  indictment,  except  that  in  a  proper 
case,  they  might  also  be  proceeded  against  by  mandamus. 

But' if  I  am  wrong  in  this  view,  and  an  individual  can,  in 
any  case,  sustain  an  action  against  commissioners  for  damages 
sustained  by  a  road  negligently  and  wrongfully  left  out  of 
repair  by  them,  it  could  only  be  when  the  damage  sustained 
was  special,  and  peculiar  to  the  plaintiff;  but  it  could  not  be 
for  such  damages  as  were  incident  and  common  to  all  persons 
who  might  have  occasion  to  travel  on  the  road.  {See  Lansing 
agt  Smith,  8  Oow.  146;  BuUer  agt  Kent,  19  John.  228,  227 ; 
The  People  agt  The  Corporation  of  Albany,  11  Wend.  540, 
644.) 

In  this  case,  the  only  damage  which  the  plaintiff  can  claim 
to  be  special  and  peculiar  to  lumself,  within  the  rule,  is  the 
breaking  of  his  wagon  and  sleigh ;  and  as  to  this,  it  is  not 
alleged  or  proved  what  the  amount  of  the  damage  was,  and 
hence  the  recovery  for  it  should  have  been  merely  nominal^ 
and  the  judgment  for  $75,  cannot  be  sustained. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  liie  defendants,  by  not  denying,  have 
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admitted  the  $100  damages  alleged  in  tlie  complaint.  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  in  a  jnstiee's  court,  as  well  as  in  this 
sapreme  coart,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  the  plaintiff,  although 
l3ie  amount  of  damages  claimed  was  not  put  in  issue,  would 
hare  to  prove  the  amount  of  his  damages.  But  whether  this 
bei  so  or  not,  the  defendants,  by  inot  denying,  have,  in  any 
view  of  the  case,  admitted  only  such  damages,  as  on  the  &ce 
of  the  complaint^  Ihey  were  legally  liable  to  pay,  to  wit : 
nominal  damages.  The  $100  damages  claitned  in  the  com- 
plaint, was  made  up  of  items  for  the  most  of  which  the  de- 
feaidants  were  not,  within  the  rule  as  above  stated,  liable. 
The  judgment  of  the  justice  must  therefore  be  reversed 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

EvEBTSOK  and  others  agt.  Givan  and  others. 

A  ibfmal  acc|><ira  to  a  referee's  report  under  an  intev^^  ia  notneoes- 

Bary.  Where  the  exoeptions  to  the  evidence  before  the  referee  at  the  hearii^ 
•M-apecifio  enough,  it  u  not  necenaiy  to  repeat  them  on  the  summing  up  ba- 
lm the  referee^  orat  anj  other  time. 

When  the  decree  of  the  conrt^  without  expressly  deciding  Ifra.  Erertson's  es- 
tate was  liable  for  the  want  of  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  collecting  the 
money  due  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage,  directed  the  referee  to  ascertain 
whether  she  fitiled  as  to  her  duty  in  that  respect,  and  the  referee  having  re- 
pocted  ftilly:  upon  the  pointy  tins  court  confirmed  the  report — ^the  referee  having 
had  fiiU  opportunity  to  canyass  and  weigh  the  whole  evidence  thereon. 

New-  York  Special  Term,  April,  1858. 

Cleuke,  Justice.  The  exceptions  taken  to  some  portion  of 
the  evidence  before  the  referee,  are  perhaps  specific  enough,  as 
exceptions  taken  to  evidence  at  the  trial ;  it  would  be  other* 
wise  if  they  were  regarded  as  exceptions  taken  to  the  report 
itself,  which  the  old  practice  in  references  of  this  nature  always 
required.  But  under  the  present  system,  formal  exceptions  to 
reports  under  interlocutory  decrees  are  not  necessary ;  and  al- 
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though  the  counsel  has  deemed  it  prudent  to  file  such  exoep* 
tions  in  this  case,  I  regard  them  merely  as  points  upon  which 
his  argument  in  opposition  to  this  report  is  founded. 

The  objection  therefore,  that  the  exceptions  are  not  suffi- 
dentlj  specific,  does  not  apply  in  this -case ;  the  exceptions  to 
the  evidence  before  the  referee  at  the  hearing,  were  specific 
enough ;  and  I  do  not  think  it  was  necessary  to  repeat  the  ex- 
ceptions on  the  summing  up  before  the  referee,  or  at  any  other 
time. 

But  I  do  not  deem  the  exceptions  in  substance,  tenable. 
This  is  in  effect^  whatever  it  may  be  technically  denominated,  an 
action  to  give  efficacy  to  a  decree,  in  a  former  action  between 
the  same  parties  or  their  privies ;  and  all  proceedings,  evidence^ 
proo&  and  pleadings  of  record,  and  which  were  taken  and  ex* 
hibjted  in  the  one,  may  properly  be  read  in  the  other. 

With  regard  to  the  substantial  merits  of  this  very  long  and 
very  complicated  controversy,  they  have  been  iully  passed 
upon  by  the  decree  of  the  chanceUor  in  the  former  suit,  and 
by  that  of  Judge  Mitchell,  in  this,  bearing  date  22d  Maioh| 
1854.  In  these  decrees,  it  is  decided  that  the  plaintiffii  were 
entitled  to  the  moneys  secured  in  the  name  of  George  B.  E  vert- 
son,  on  the  mortgage  referred  to,  and  that  those  who  claim  un- 
der Nicholas  Evertson,  as  his  legatees  or  next  of  kin,  or  under 
them,  and  those  who  claim  under  Mrs.  Evertson  or  her  lega- 
tees, or  next  of  kin,  or  under  them,  are  liable  to  refund  what- 
ever amount  she  received  on  this  mortgage  with  interest^  to 
the  extent  of  what  they  have  actually  received  out  of  the  es- 
tates of  Nicholas  Evertson  and  Mrs.  Evertson ;  and  by  Judge 
Mitchell's  decree,  the  referee  was  directed  to  ascertain  the 
amount  received  by  Mrs.  Evertson  on  account  of  the  said  bond 
and  mortgage,  and  to  take  an  account  of  the  principal  and  in- 
terest due  thereon,  from  their  date  to  the  date  of  the  report 
The  referee  was  also  directed  to  inquire  and  report  which  of 
the  defendants,  if  any,  &c.,  received  any  portion  of  this  amount 
collected  by  Mrs.  Evertson,  and  how  much,  and  whether  the 
same  was  received  directly  as  part  of  the  money  derived  from 
the  proceeds  of  this  mortgage,  or  merely  as  part  of  the  general 
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acGOonts  of  Nicholas  Evertsoc's  estate,  or  of  Mrs.  Evertson's 
estate,  with  some  specific  directions  as  to  the  extent  and  man- 
ner of  the  inquiry.  The  decree,  without  expressly  deciding 
Mis.  Evertson's  estate  was  liable  for  the  want  of  reasonable 
care  and  diligence  in  collecting  the  money  due  upon  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  directs  the  referee  to  ascertain,  whether  she 
Mled  as  to  her  duty  in  that  respect ;  virtually  deciding  or  pre- 
suming that  her  estate,  or  her  husband's,  was  liable  for  her 
neglect  of  due  diligence.  This  is  the  only  original  question  in 
the  cause,  which  it  can  be  supposed  is  left  for  me  to  decide ; 
and  on  this  point,  I  will  confirm  the  referee's  report,  as  well  as 
upon  all  the  other  subjects  in  relation  to  which  he  was  in- 
structed to  inquire.  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt  the  correctness 
of  his  conclusions.  Report  confirmed  with  costs.  Before  the 
settlement  of  the  judgment,  let  some  person  be  substitutei^in 
the  place  of  Mr.  Palmer,  deceased. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel  John  Woodworth  agi  Lorenzo  Bub- 
bows,  Comptroller,  &a 

Tliere  is  no  question  but  what  the  transaction  hj  which  a  judge  accepts  the  office 
conferred  upon  him  hj  an  act  of  the  legislature,  with  a  salaiy  attached  to  the 
same,  and  impliedly  undertakes  the  faithful  performance  of  its  duties,  is  a  eim- 
iraU  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution. 

But  it  seems  that  the  nature  of  this  contract  is  such,  that  the  legislature  may, 
during  the  term  of  office,  alter  the  amount  of  the  salary  from  time  to  time^ 
(where  no  prohibition  is  contained  in  the  constitution,)  without  impairing  the 
obligation  of  contract,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

H  seems,  there  is  no  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  legislature,  either  express  or 
implied  that  they  shall  not  alter  the  salaiy.  And  the  appointee  accepts  the 
office  with  a  Iniowlodge  of  this  power,  and  under  an  implied  consent  that  its 
ezerciae  shall  be  left  to  the  decision  of  the  legislature. 

On  a  proceeding  by  mandamus^  to  compel  the  oomptroller  of  the  state  to  pay  the 
alleged  salary  of  a  judicial  officer,  a  defence  by  the  comptroller  that  no  appro- 
priation has  ever  been  nwde  by  law  for  the  payment  of  such  daim,  as  required 
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.  bj  the  8th  flection  of  the  Yth  aitide  of  the  oonatitatioii,  is  »  oondosive  ansirtr 
to  the  applioatioii. 

Albany  General  Term^  March,  1858. 

Wright,  Gould  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Wright, 
at  special  term,  denying  a  motion  for  a  peremptory  mandamus. 
The  object  of  tlie  writ  was  to  compel  the  comptroller  to  draw 
his  warrant  on  the  treasurer  in  fisivor  of  the  relator,  for  an 
amount  of  $3,781,  alleged  to  be  due  to  him  from  the  state,  for 
a  portion  of  his  salary  as  a  former  justice  of  the  supreme  court ; 
iknd  also  for  $8,966  as  interest  upon  the  former  sum  to  the 
first  day  of  August,  1857.  The  relator's  claim  arose  under 
these  circumstances,  as  set  forth  in  the  alternative  mandamus: 

He  was  appointed  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court,  on  the 
28th  of  March,  1819,  during  the  existence  of  a  law  which 
fixed  his  salary  at  the  annual  sum  of  $4,500,  and  during  the 
existence  of  a  constitution  which  fixed  his  term  of  oflBlce  dur- 
ing good  behavior,  or  until  the  age  of  sixty  years. 

This  age  he  attained  on  the  12th  of  November,  1828.  He 
continued  to  discharge  the  duties  of  his  office  uiitQ  the  7th 
day  of  February,  1823,  when  he  was  displaced  by  a  justice  of 
the  supreme  court,  appointed  under  the  new  judicial  system 
inaugurated  by  the  constitution  of  1821,  which  in  effect  abol- 
ished the  former  court,  and  terminated  the  official  career  of 
the  former  incumbents,  on  the  appointment  of  their  successors. 
Before  the  adoption  of  this  constitution,  however,  the  legisla- 
ture, by  an  act  passed  on  the  first  of  April,  1820,  reduced  the 
annual  salaries  of  justices  of  the  supreme  court  to  $3,500 ; 
and  by  an  act  passed  on  the  8d  of  April,  1821,  to  $3,000. 
The  relator  claims  that  these  attempted  reductions  of  his 
salary  were  null  and  void  under  that  clause  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  which  forbids  any  state  to  pass 
any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts,  and  therefore 
seeks  to  recover,  in  this  form  of  proceeding,  the  difference 
between  the  sums  paid  under  the  later  acts  of  the  legislature, 
and  that  in  force  at  the  time  of  his  original  appointment.  The 
comptroller  returned  to  the  writ  of  alternative  mandamus, 
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L  That  the  Delator  had  been  paid  his  salaiy  in  fall,  and 
that  nothing  was  due  to  him. 

2.  That  DO  appropriation  had  ever  been  made  bj  law  fixr 
the  payment  of  the  relator's  claims,  as  required  by  the  8th 
section  of  the  7th  article  of  the  constitution. 

To  this  return  the  relator  demurred.  The  court  below  sua* 
tained  the  demurrer,  and  denied  the  motion  for  a  peremptory 
mandamus,  and  from  the  order  entered  thereon,  the  relator 
appeala 

John  Woodwobth,  in  person,  and  J.  H.  Beynoldb, 

far  relator, 
Ltman  Tremain,  Attorney- General,  for  d^indanL 

By  the  court — ^Hooeboom,  Justice.  The  learned  and  yen- 
erable  relator  has  presented  an  argument  of  much  ingenuity 
and  force,  in  favor  of  the  allowance  of  a  peremptory  man- 
damus ;  and  it  would  afford  the  court  high  gratification,  if,  in 
consideration  of  his  eminent  and  £uthful  services  as  a  former 
justice  of  the  supreme  court,  it  were  possible,  consistently 
with  the  rules  of  law,  to  award  the  mandamus  in  question. 

The  application  is  based  upon  the  supposed  inability  of  the 
legislature  to  reduce  the  salary  of  a  judge  during  his  term  of 
office,  after  it  shall  have  been  once  fixed  by  law ;  and  the 
ground  of  this  alleged  inability  is,  that  it  violates  the  consti* 
tution  of  the  United  States,  by  impairing  the  obligation  of  a 
contract  It  is  not  necessary  to  deny,  that  the  transaction  by 
which  a  judge  accepts  the  office  conferred  upon  him  by  an 
act  of  the  legislature,  with  a  salary  attached  to  the  same,  and 
impliedly  undertakes  the  fiuthful  performance  of  its  duties,  is 
a  contract  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  The  more 
important  qnestion  is,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  contract? 
What  are  the  conditions  embraced  in  it,  and  what  are  the  limi- 
tations under  which  it  is  accepted.  The  legislature  having 
fixed  the  compensation,  have  they  not  the  right  to  alter  it^ 
fiom  time  to  time,  as  the  public  exigencies  require  7  Is  there 
any  absolute  stipulation  on  their  part|  either  ei^ressed  or  im- 
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plied,  that  they  shall  not  do  so  ?  Does  not  the  appointee 
accept  the  oflBlce  with  a  knowledge  of  this  power,  and  under 
an  implied  consent  that  its  exercise  shall  be  left  to  the  deci- 
sion of  the  legislature  ?  Is  the  appointment  in  the  nature  of 
a  grant  upon  sufficient  consideration,  which  the  legislature 
cannot  afterwards  ^either  revoke  or  modify  7  Are  there  in 
the  case  vested  rights  which  cannot  be  interfered  with  ?  If 
the  office  is  conferred  during  good  behavior,  or  for  life,  or  un- 
til the  incumbent  reaches  the  age  of  sixty  years,  is  the  dura- 
tion of  the  term  beyond  subsequent  legislative  control  ?  Is 
the  office  itself  an  immortality — ^to  endure  forever  ?  And  if 
the  legislature,  or  the  people  whom  they  represent,  can  abol- 
ish the  office,  can  they  not  shorten  the  term,  or  curtail  the 
salary  ?  Do  all  public  officers  of  every  grade  and  description, 
hold  their  places  by  the  same  immovable  tenure,  and  at  the 
same  unalterable  compensation?  If  the  legislature  pass  a 
law  that  parties  in  an  action  shall  recover  costs  after  an  es- 
tablished rate,  may  they  not  alter  it  afterwards,  even  after 
suits  are  commenced  upon  the  faith  and  expectation  of  receiv- 
ing the  stipulated  compensation  7*  Concede  that  after  services 
are  actually  rendered  by  a  judge  under  an  established  salary, 
he  must  receive  that  amount,  is  it  an  unbending  rule  for  the 
future,  as  well  as  the  past  ? 

These  are  all  questions  bearing  more  or  less  upon  the  case 
in  hand.  The  question  is  not  without  difficulty.  The  relator 
has  the  high  authority  of  an  obUer  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
of  the  supreme  court  of -the  United  States,  in  the  famous  Dart- 
mouth College  case,  in  favor  of  his  construction  of  the  inviola- 
bility and  effect  of  such  a  contract ;  but  the  case  put  was 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  illustration,  and  is  of  no  binding 
force  as  authority.  We  do  not  consider  ourselves  required  to 
pass  upon  it  now,  there  being  other  aspects  of  the  case  which 
in  our  view  control  it,  and  forbid  the  issuing  of  a  peremptory 
mandamus.  It  is  worth  while,  however,  to  notice  that  thecon- 
vention  which  formed  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
convinced  of  the  existence  of  legislative  power  over  this  sub- 
ject, or  else  from  motives  of  extreme  caution,  saw  fit  to  incor- 
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poTEte  in  that  constitution,  a  claose  that  the  salary  of  justioeB 
of  the  supreme  court  shall  not  be  diminished  during  their  term 
of  office,  and  our  constitution  contains  a  clause  that  it  shall 
neither  be  diminished  nor  increased  during  the  same  period. 

The  argument  of  the  relator,  so  far  as  it  is  founded  upon  the 
supposed  incompetency  of  the  legislature  to  disturb  judicial 
salaries,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  interfere  with  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  judiciary,  strikes  us  as  of  less  weight  It  is 
aimed,  not  so  much  at  the  existence  of  the  power,  as  the  ex* 
pediency  of  its  exercise.  It  is  an  argument  more  properly 
addressed  to  the  legislature  itself)  or  to  the  people  in  conven- 
tion, than  to  the  courts.  It  would  scarcely  answer,  we  think, 
fi)r  judicial  tribunals  to  overrule  and  annul  legislative  action 
upon  considerations  of  so  general  and  indefinite  a  character. 

The  independence  of  the  judiciary  is  an  object  of  the  high- 
est moment,  and  worthy  of  the  most  studious  and  patriotic  ef- 
forts to  secure  its  accomplishment ;  but  so  far  as  it  is  to  be 
secured  by  placing  judicial  salaries  above  the  fluctuations  of 
party,  or  the  appeals  of  partisan  demagogues,  it  must  be  done, 
we  think,  by  constitutional  provisions,  and  not  by  judicial  leg- 
islation. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  additional  defences  against  this 
application,  which  are  set  up  in  the  comptroller's  return  to  the 
alternative  writ,  and  which  being  demurred  to  for  insufficiency, 
are  admitted,  so  far  as  they  contain  allegations  of  fact 

The  first  is,  that  the  relator's  salary  has  been  fully  paid.  It 
is  difficult  to  see,  whether  this  is  intended  as  an  allegation  of 
&ct  or  of  law.  If  the  former,  then  it  negates  the  averments 
in  the  alternative  mandamus,  as  to  the  non-payment  of  the  sums 
therein  mentioned,  and  is  a  complete  defence  to  the  appli- 
cation. 

If  the  latter,  then  it  simply  presents  the  legal  question  al- 
ready discussed. 

The  second  defence  interposed  by  the  comptroller  is,  that  no 
appropriation  has  ever  been  made  by  law  for  the  payment  of 
the  claim,  as  required  by  the  8th  section  of  the  7th  article  of 
the  constitution.    And  this  we  regard  as  a  conclusive  answer 
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to  the  application.  The  proyision  is  general  and  impeiatiyeL 
It  embraces  all  cases  where  money  is  sought  to  be  drawn  from 
the  treasury  of  the  state.  It  is  designed  as  an  absolute  and 
compulsory  restriction  upon  every  disbursement  upon  the  trea- 
sury, except  under  the  sanction  of  a  legislative  appropriation, 
specifying  distinctly  the  object  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied, 
thiis  imposing  a  salutary  and  needed  check  upon  the  disburse* 
ment  of  the  public  funds. 

We  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  proyision  is  appli* 
cable  as  well  to  claims  against  the  state,  existing  prior  to  the 
constitution  of  1846,  as  those  subsequent  The  reason  of  the 
rule  is  the  same,  and  the  mischiefe  of  a  contrary  practice  are 
equal  in  either  case.  In  the  case  at  bar,  conceding  the  exist- 
ence of  a  valid  claim  against  the  state,  there  has  been  no  ap- 
propriation by  law  for  its  payment,  and  the  comptroller  would 
be  guilty  of  official  misconduct  if  he  should  draw  a  warrant  on 
the  treasury  in  fevor  of  the  appellant. 

The  order  of  the  special  term,  denying  a  peremptory  man- 
damus, must  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Grafton  agt  Remsek  and  others. 

Where  the  complaint  prayed  that  a  deed  of  trust  shonld  be  dedared,  "  void,  nnU 
and  of  no  effect,"  and  also  "  fyr  sach  farther  or  other  relief  as  may  be  agreeable 
to  equity  and  good  conscience :"  MM,  that  although  the  deed  could  not  be  de- 
clared to  be  void,  null  and  of  no  effect,  yet  under  the  general  prayer  of  the 
oompliunt,  the  court  might  aHow  it  to  be  r^/brmecL  And  it  was  reformed  by 
inserting  in  it  a  power  of  revocaUon, 

NewT(n-Jc  Special  Term,  April,  1858. 

Clsbee,  Justice.    Whatever  may  be  the  defects  of  this  in* 
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rtnunent,  or  to  whatever  extent  it  may  fail  to  carry  out  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  it,  it  is  quite  clear  that  there  was  no 
intentional  misrepresentation,  concealment  or  suppression  of 
truth,  on  the  part  of  any  one  connected  with  the  transaction. 
Neither  did  the  counsel  who  prepared  the  instrument  fistil  in 
the  exercise  of  professional  skill,  or  any  professional  duty  in 
the  matter ;  the  deficiencies  which  may  be  noted  in  the  instru* 
znent  arose  from  the  want  of  explicit  instructions,  and  perhaps 
the  superabundance  of 'suggestions  from  those  who  naturally 
felt  an  interest  in  the  lady's  wel&re. 

Nothing,  therefore,  appears  which  would  at  all  justify  me  in 
setting  aside  or  rescinding  this  deed.  But  I  am  very  decidedly 
of  opinion— an  opinion  with  which  I  was  strongly  impressed, 
ihrougliout  the  argument — that  the  plaintiff  executed  this  in- 
strument under  a  misapprehension  as  to  her  power  to  revoke 
it  She  imagined  that  by  not  putting  it  on  record,  she  could 
annul  it,  and  all  its  provisions,  by  the  mere  physical  destrucv 
tion  of  the  paper  on  which  it  was  written.  She  was  rather  en- 
couraged in  this  idea,  and  it  probably  was  the  opinion  of  those 
who  seemed  to  concur  with  her  on  the  subject  If  she  had 
consulted  the  gentleman  whom  she  had  employed  to  prepare 
the  instrument,  he  would  no  doubt  have  dispelled  this  mis- 
take. But  she  held  no  communication  whatever  with  him  in 
any  stage  of  the  proceeding. 

The  two  important  events  which  she  contemplated,  and 
which  were  then  so  near  at  hand,  seem  to  have  diverted  her 
mind  from  any  attention  to  the  dry  concerns  of  law  or  busi- 
ness. She  retained  the  impression,  however,  for  a  considera- 
ble length  of  time  after  her  return  from  Europe,  that  as  the  in- 
strument was  not  recorded,  she  could  rescind  it  any  time.  She 
therefore  intended  substantially  that  she  should  reserve  the 
power  of  revocation  ;  a  power  very  frequently  reserved  in  in- 
struments of  this  description.  In  effect,  the  circumstances  pre- 
sented in  this  case,  are  precisely  the  same  as  if  she  intended 
that  the  power  of  revocation  should  be  expressly  inserted  in 
the  deed,  and  that  by  some  misapprehension,  neglect  or  casu- 
alty, it  wsis  omitted. 

YoL.  XVL  8 
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The  complaint  in  the  first  place  prays,  that  the  instrument 
shall  be  declared  ''  void,  null  and  of  no  effect"  This  I  refuse 
to  grant ;  but  as  it  also  prays  "  for  such  farther  or  other  re- 
lief as  may  be  agreeable  to  equity  and  good  conscience,"  I 
will  allow  it  to  be  reformed  by  inserting  in  it  the  power  of  re- 
vocation ;  which  will  subsenre  every  purpose  she  has  in  view, 
and,  at  the  same  time  will  abundantly  protect  the  trustees  and 
all  other  persons  who  have  derived  rights,  or  have  become  en- 
titled to  any  interests  under  it.  The  defendants  are  entitled 
to  costs.  The  complaint  in  Mr.  Grafton's  suit  is  dismissed 
with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Ethan  A.  Gilbsbt,  Appellant  agt  Richard  Covell,  Re- 
spondent     I 

An  answer  which  does  not  set  up  any  new  matter,  bnt  merely  denies  oonohi- 
sions  of  law,  is  insufficient  and  frivoloas.  And  before  the  amendment-  of  g  163 
of  the  Code,  (1857)  the  plaintUT  was  not  confined  to  his  remedy  by  motion ; 
he  might)  in  all  oases,  demur  to  an  answer  for  insoffidency. 

Bat  since  the  amendment  <^  §  163,  the  plaintiff  can  only  demur  to  an  answer 
when  th^  same  oontains  new  maUer ;  leaving  him  to  move  for  judgment  where 
the  answer  is  firiyolous^  or  to  raise  the  question  at  the  trial 

Monroe  Oeneral  Term,  December,  1857. 
Johnson,  Welles  and  Smith,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term,  entered  in  August^ 
1856,  overruling  demurrers  to  Ist  and  2d  answers. 

John  Pomero  y,  for  appellant 
J.  L.  Angle,  y&r  respondent 

By  the  court— Welles,  Justice.    The  oomplamt  is  upon  a 
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picmissoTy  note  made  bj  the  defendant  to  Simeon  Alvord  or 
bearer,  for  $800,  dated  October  1, 1855,  payable  one  day  from 
date,  with  interest  The  complaint,  after  setting  out  the  note, 
states  that  Alvord,  before  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
"  sold,  transferred  and  delivered  the  said  promissory  note  to 
ihe  above  named  plaintifil^  who  is  now  the  lawful  owner  and 
holder  of  said  note,"  and  then  alleges  non-payment,  &c. 

The  first  answer  denies,  upon  the  information  and  belief  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  or  holder  of  the 
note. 

In  the  second  answer,  the  defendant  "  denies  that  he  is,  in 
any  manner,  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  said  note,  or 
that  he  is  so  indebted  to  the  amount  stated  in  that  behalf  in 
said  oomplaint" 

The  plaintiff  demurs  specially  to  each  of  these  answers  for 
i  nsufficiency  • 

The  answers  are  clearly  insufficient  They  neither  of 
them  deny  any  material  fact  stated  in  the  complaint  The 
&cts  stated  in  the  complaint,  show  a  good  cause  of  action,  not 
one  of  which  is  denied  by  either  answer,  and  therefore,  on 
these  demurrers,  must  be  all  taken  as  true.  Neither  does 
cither  answer  set  up  new  matter  by  way  of  defence  or  other- 
wise. They  both  consist  only  of  denials  of  conclusions  of 
law.  The  answers  are  clearly  frivolous,  and  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  entitied  to  judgment  upon  them,  on  motion 
under  §  247  of  the  Code. 

But  the  plaintiff  was  not  confined  to  his  remedy  by  motion. 
By  g  158  of  the  Code,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  March  8d, 
1855,  (cA.  4A,  p.  54:  of  L.  of  1855,)  the  plaintiff  may,  in  aU 
cases^  demur  to  an  answer  for  insufficiency. 

If  the  answers  are  frivolous,  they  certainly  are  insufficient 
But  whether  frivolous  or  not,  no  one  can  doubt  their  insuffi- 
ciency ;  and  even  aside  from  the  act  of  1855,  it  was  erroneous 
to  render  judgment  in  fiivor  of  the  defendant,  unless  the  an- 
swers were  good  in  law.  If  the  court  at  special  term  had 
been  of  opinion  that  demurrers  to  these  answers  were  irregu- 
lar,  he  should  have  either  declined  to  hear  them,  or  set  them 
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aside  as  irregular.    Bj  ordering  jadgment  &>t.  the  defendant 
upon  them,  he  in  effect,  adjudged  the  answers  sufficient. 

The  judgment  of  the  special  term  should  be  reversed,  and 
the  plaintiff  should  have  judgment  upon  the  demurrers. 

Non.  By  Bection  163  of  the  Code,  as  amended  in  1857,  a  plaintiff  is  now 
onlj  allowed  to  demur  to  an  answer,  when  the  same  oontaina  new  matter,  leay- 
ing  the  plaintiff  to  move  for  jadgment  where  the  answer  ia  ftiyoloua^  or  to  raise 
the  question  at  the  triaL 


COUET  OP  APPEALS 

The  People  ex  rd.  Edwik  Smith,  Bespondents  agt  AzABlAfi 
G.  Flago,  Appellant. 

The  oommon  council  of  the  city  of  New-York,  haye  original  autiiority  to  employ 
on  behalf  of  the  dty,  a  sy/rvq/or  to  ftimish  copies  of  an  original  mapi  or  to  makie 
new  Buryeys,  and  famish  a  new  map  of  the  dtj,  or  such  parts  thereoi;  as  may 
be  required. 

And  where  the  resolution  of  the  common  council  calls  for  a  certain  number  of 
copies  of  a  certain  map,  with  the  "  alterations  and  additions,"  tothatdate^  and 
a  new  survey  and  map  is  furnished  instead,  which  are  recognized  and  accepted 
by  the  common  council,  and  agreed  to  be  paid  for  by  resolution,  it  is  equivalent 
to  an  original  request,  and  creates  a  just  debt  for  the  amount,  against  the  cor- 
poration. 

The  12th  section  of  the  amended  charter  of  1863,  requiring  "all  work  tobedone^ 
and  all  supplies  to  be  furnished  for  the  corporation,  involving  an  expenditure 
of  more  than  $250,  shall  be  by  contract,  founded  on  sealed  bids,  or  on  pro- 
posals made  in  compliance  with  public  notice,  for  the  ftill  period  of  ten  days ; 
and  aU  such  contracts,  when  given,  shall  be  given  to  the  lowest  bidder,  with  ade- 
quate security,"  does  not  apply  to  services  which  require  in  their  peiformanoe 
specific  knowledge  or  profesaioncU  skUl,  such  as  the  services  of  a  lawyer,  a  phy- 
sician, or  surveyor. 

By  the  amended  charter  of  1849,  §  11,  an  executive  department  in  tiie  city  gov^ 
enmient  was  constituted,  denominated  the  "  Department  of  i^anoe,'.'  It  was 
made  the  duty  of  this  department  to  settle  and  a4ju8t  all  claims  whatsoever, 
and  all  accounts  whatsoever,  in  which  the  corporation  is  jconcemed  as  debtor 
or  onditor.    The  oomptroller  was  ordered  to  be  the  chief  officer  of  this  depart* 
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ment  B7  g  18  of  the  amended  charter  of  1853,  an  aaditing  bnraan  in  the 
flnanee  department  was  created,  with  an  auditor  of  acoonnta  as  the  chief  ottoer. 
Hub  bnrean,  it  is  declared,  "shall  audit,  revise,  credit  and  settle  all  accoonti 
In  which  the  dtj  is  concerned  as  debtor  or  creditor/'  And  every  daim  against 
the  corporation  is  to  be  certified  Atom  the  anditing  burean  to  the  oomptrollflr 
with  the  aame  allowance,  and  the  reasons  for  such  aUowanoe. 

Tlierelbre,  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  common  conncQ  to  determme  that  a 
paiticnlar  som  is  due  for  seirices  and  ^isbunements,  or  to  require  the  comp- 
troller to  draw  his  warrant  for  the  payment  of  such  sum. 

A  dtj  surveyor,  employed  by  the  street  commissioner  to  make  a  survey,  shall 
be  paid  at  the  rate  of  $3.00  per  day ;  and  the  fturther  sum  of  $1.00  per  day, 
nmy  be  allowed  for  an  aanstant,  when  necesMry.  {Ordinanee  crffaniging  As 
dqpartmeiii8o/(h$ciiy  gavemmaUf  %  229.)  By  the  10th  section  of  the  amended 
diarter,  (1863,)  it  is  declared,  that  "no  additional  allowance  beyond  the  legal 
daim  for  any  service,  shall  ever  be  allowed."  This  ordinance  and  statute  take 
from  the  common  council,  the  power  of  making  any  other  allowanoe. 

Appeal /rem  the  Second  Judicial  DisHcL 

On  the  28tli  of  Febrnarj,  1855,  a  lesolution  of  the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  New-York,  waa  approved  by  the  mayor, 
dkecting  the  street  commissioner  to  famish  each  member  of 
the  common  conncil,  to  the  mayor's  office,  and  to  the  cham- 
bers of  the  boards  of  aldermen  and  councilmen,  a  copy  of  the 
map  of  wharves  and  piers  of  the  North  andEast  rivers,  as  crir 
fincUfy  drawn  by  Daniel  Ewen,  city  surveyor,  and  embracing 
the  filleratUme  and  additions  to  date, 

The  relator  was  employed  by  the  street  commissioner,  in 
April,  1865,  no  advertisement  having  been  made  for  proposals^ 
and  no  bids  received  for  doing  the  work. 

The  relator  made  a  complete  survey  of  all  the  wharves  and 
pien  on  the  North  and  East  rivers. 

On  the  26th  of  June,  1866,  a  resolution  was  passed  by  the 
common  council,  directing  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New- 
York,  (which  office  appellant  then  held,)  to  draw  his  warrant 
in  &vor  of  relator  for  $1,260,  which  the  appellant  refused 
todo. 

The  justice  sitting  at  the  special  term  of  the  supreme  courts 
deoond  district^  ordered  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  iasne 
against  Flagg,  (the  appellant,)  and  the  general  term  of  tiiat 
'6oiirt  affirmed  the  order 
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MomLL,  WiLLABD  and  Howe,  jfor  respondents. 

S.  BusTEKD  and  A.  B.  Lawrence,  Jr.,  for  appeOanU 

By  the  court — Cohstock,  Judge.  The  resolutions  of  Feb- 
ruary 28th,  1865,  only  called  for  a  certain  number  of  copies 
of  Ewen's  map  of  wharves  and  piers,  with  the  "  alterations 
and  additions  "  to  that  date.*  The  relator  was  directed  by  the 
street  commissioner  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  that 
resolution ;  but  finding  that  the  alterations  and  additions  were 
so  numerous  as  to  render  necessary  a  new  surrey  and  map,  he 
proceeded  accordingly,  and,  having  completed  his  work,  for* 
nisbed  five  hundred  lithographed  copies  to  the  common  coun- 
cil. These  were  accepted  by  them,  and  they  passed  on  the 
26th  of  June,  1856,  a  resolution,  that  he  be  paid  for  his  ser- 
vices, the  sum  of  $1,250.  As  the  case  is  thus  fiir  stated,  I  see 
no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  relator  is  entitled  to  the  compen- 
sation for  his  labor  and  disbursements. 

K  the  common  council  had  possessed  no  original  authority 
to  incur  a  debt  of  this  kind,  their  recognition  of  the  services 
and  of  the  obligation  to  pay  therefor,  would  not  have  charged 
the  corporation.  {Halstead  agt.  Mayor y  8  ComsL  480 ;  Hodges 
agt.  City  of  Bvffah^  1  Denio^  110.)  But  no  doubt  is  suggested 
that  a  surveyor  could  legally  be  employed  on  behalf  of  the 
city,  either  to  furnish  copies  of  an  original  map,  or  to  make 
new  surveys  and  furnish  a  new  map,  exhibiting  the  streets, 
squares,  wharves,  piers,  &c.  The  services  in  this  instance  went 
beyond  the  original  employment,  but  they  were  subsequently 
recognized  and  agreed  to  be  paid  for,  in  the  resolution  of  June, 
1856.  This  was  equivalent  to  an  original  request,  and  created 
a  just  debt  for  same  amount  against  the  corporation. 

The  amended  charter  of  1858,  §  12,  {Laws  ^1868,  p.  412,) 
requires  that  "  all  work  to  be  done,  and  all  supplies  to  be  fur- 
nished for  the  corporation,  involving  an  expenditure  of  more 
than  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  shall  be  by  contract, 
founded  on  sealed  bids,  or  on  proposals  made  in  compliance 
with  public  notice  for  the  full  period  of  ten  days ;  and  all  such 
contracts,  when  given,  shall  be  given  to  the  lowest  biddcTi 
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with  adequate  seciirity."  It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  ap* 
pellant,  that  the  services  performed  by  the  relator,  should  have 
been  contracted  for  with  the  lowest  bidder,  pursuant  to  this 
reqtdrement  of  the  charter.  The  language  of  this  provision  is 
certainly  somewhat  broad ;  but  I  am  quite  well  satisfied  that 
it  does  not  include  services  of  the  particular  kind  now  in  ques- 
tion. In  a  large  sense,  the  term  "  work,"  may  include  all  la- 
bor, whether  mental  or  corporeal ;  but  it  has  also  a  more  re- 
stricted sense,  which  may  confine  it  to  the  various  kinds  of 
manual  labor,  which  may  properly  be  the  subject  of  general 
compensation,  and  can  be  safely  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder. 
It  would  be  an  unreasonable  and  mischievous  construction  of 
the  statute,  to  apply  it  to  services  which  require  in  their  proper 
performance  specific  knowledge  or  professional  skill  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  services  of  a  lawyer,  of  a  physician,  or 
&ose  upon  which  the  claim  in  the  present  case  is  founded,  are 
embraced  within  the  provision. 

There  are,  however,  one  or  two  other  objections,  which  it 
appears  to  me,  should  have  been  held  &tal  on  the  motion  for 
a  mandamus.  By  the  amended  charter  of  1849,  §  11  {Stat  p. 
280,)  an  executive  department  in  the  government  of  New- 
York  city  was  constituted,  denominated  the  "  department  of 
finance."  It  was  made  the  duty  of  this  department  to  settle 
and  adjust  all  claims  whatsoever,  and  all  accounts  whatsoever, 
in  which  the  corporation  is  concerned  as  debtor  or  creditor. 
The  comptroller  was  ordered  to  be  the  chief  officer  of  this 
department  By  §  18  of  the  amended  charter  of  1853,  an  au- 
diting bureau  in  the  finance  department  was  created,  with  an 
auditor  of  accounts  as  the  chief  officer.  This  bureau,  it  is  de- 
clared, '^  shall  audit,  revise,  credit  and  settle  all  accounts  in 
which  the  city  is  concerned  as  debtor  or  creditor."  Every 
claim  against  the  corporation  is  to  be  certified  fix)m  the  audit- 
ing bureau  to  the  comptroller  with  the  same  allowance,  and 
the  reasons  for  such  allowance.  In  awarding  the  mandamus 
commanding  the  comptroller  to  draw  his  warrant  in  favor  of 
the  relator  for  the  sum  claimed  by  him,  no  attention  appears 
to  have  been  given  to  these  provisiofls  of  law. 
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It  has  been  observed,  that  the  resolution  of  the  oonncil 
recognizing  the  relator's  services  were  equivalent  to  an  orig- 
inal request  that  he  perform  those  services,  and  bound  the 
corporation  to  pay  for  them.  But  if  we  give  any  effect  to 
the  clauses  in  the  charter  which  have  been  quoted,  the  comp- 
troller could  not  be  compelled  to  draw  his  warrant  until  the 
daim  was  audited,  according  to  law.  The  due  employment 
of  the  relator  by  the  common  council,  or  their  recognition  of 
his  services,  gave  him  a  just  claim  against  the  corporation, 
and  a  right  to  have  his  account  audited  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided. But  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the  council  to 
determine  that  a  particular  sum  was  due  to  him  for  his  labor 
and  disbursements,  or  to  require  the  comptroller  to  draw  his 
warrant  for  the  payment  of  such  sum.  The  adjustment  of 
the  amount  belonged  to  the  auditing  bureau,  in  the  depart- 
ment of  finance,  and  if  that  department  or  bureau  should  re- 
fuse to  audit  it,  a  mandamus  would  be  an  appropriate  remedy 
to  compel  them  to  do  so.  Where  the  claim  is  thus  audited, 
it  is  presumed  that  the  Comptroller  can  be  compelled  by 
mandamus  to  draw  his  warrant  for  the  avaa  allowed. 

The  common  council  appear  also  to  have  proceeded  in  dis- 
regard of  section  229  of  the  ordinance  organizing  the  depart- 
ments of  the  city  government,  and  of  the  10th  section  of  the 
amended  charter  of  1858.  By  that  section  of  the  ordinance,  it 
was  provided  that  a  city  surveyor  employed  by  the  street 
commissioner  to  make  a  survey,  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of 
three  dollars  per  day,  and  the  further  sum  of  one  dollar  per 
day,  may  be  allowed  for  an  assistant,  when  necessary.  By 
the  10th  section  of  the  amended  charter,  it  is  declared  that 
"  no  additional  allowance  beyond  the  legal  claim  for  any  ser- 
vice, shall  ever  be  allowed."  Now,  the  relator,  as  the  return 
shows,  was  a  city  surveyor,  in  the  surveying  bureau.  So  far, 
therefore,  as  his  account  consisted  of  services  rendered  by 
himself  or  his  assistants,  in  making  the  surveys  of  wharves 
and  piers,  the  rate  of  compensation  was  fixed  by  the  ordinance 
referred  to,  and  the  statjite  of  1858  absolutely  took  from  the 
common  council,  the  power  of  making  any  other  allowance. 
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The  oomptroller  had  a  right  to  requiie  the  relator,  as  he  did 
by  his  letter  of  February  2d,  1856,  to  make  a  detailed  state- 
ment|  showing  the  piers  and  wharves  sorveyed,  and  the  time 
occupied  in  making  such  survey. 

The  demurrer  to  the  r^nim  of  the  comptroller  to  the  alter- 
native mandamus,  was  not  well  taken.  The  judgment  should 
be  reversed  for  this  reason,  and  the  mandamus  denied* 

Order  aQCordingly. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
John  Howabd  Mabch  agt  Albsbt  Lowrt  and  others. 

&i  a  local  action— for  the  foredosore  of  a  mortgage— the  court  is  not  expreody 
aatborized  to  change  the  place  of  trial,  where  the  cotmty  designated  for  that 

.  pupose  in  the  ooraplaint,  is  not  the  proper  county.  A  demand  to  change  the 
place  of  trial,  and  a  consent  or  an  order  of  the  oourt  thereon,  are  essential  to 

diange  it  (Code^  §  126.)  Otherwise  the  trial  may  be  had  where  the  yenue  is 
laid. 

The  ade  of  the  property  to  several  separate  purchasers,  on  the  mortgage  fbreolo* 
•sore  in  this  case^  was  set  aaide^  on  the  ground  that  the  premises  were  sold  much 
below  their  value.  No  opposition  except  by  one  puiuhaser,  to  wh<»n  was  al- 
lowed  terms. 

New 'York  Oeneral  Term,  December,  1857. 

Present,  Justices  Mitchell,  Clerke  and  Davibs. 

Motion  on  part  of  Albert  Lowry,  one  of  the  defendants,  to 
set  aside  a  sale  made  by  referee  of  mortgaged  premises,  and  the 
judgment,  on  the  ground  of  inadequacy  of  price  which  the 
lots  brought  on  the  sale,  and  also  on  the  ground  as  claimed, 
that  the  judgment  was  void,  because  the  place  of  trial  was  in 
the  city  and  county  of  New-York,  instead  of  Westchester 
county,  where  the  mortgaged  premises  were  situated.  Judge 
Booseyelt  at  special  term,  had  denied  the  motion,  and  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  general  term. 
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J.  W.  Edmonds,  >r  d^endarU  Lowry. 

H.  W.  BxiBm^^,  for  plaintiff. 

N.  EiOHA»DSOK,/or  O^Keefe^  purduuer. 

By  the  court — ^Mitchell,  Justice.  The  action  is  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  on  lands  in  Westchester  county. 
The  place  of  trial  indicated  by  the  complaint  and  subsequent 
proceedings,  is  the  city  of  New- York.  After  judgment,  and 
a  sale  of  part  of  the  property,  it  is  objected  that  the  place  of 
trial  should  have  been  in  Westchester  county. 

The  Code  declares,  that  actions  must  be  tried  in  the  county 
in  which  the  subject  of  the  action,  or  some  part  thereof  is  situ- 
ated,  (subject  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  change  the  place  of 
trial.)  Among  other  things,  when  the  action  is  for  the  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  on  real  property.  (§128.)  But  it  is 
equally  explicit,  that  if  the  county  designated  for  that  pur- 
pose in  the  complaint  be  not  the  proper  county,  the  action 
may,  notwithstanding,  be  tried  therein,  unless  the  defendant 
before  the  time  for  answering  expires,  demand  in  writing 
that  the  trial  be  had  in  the  proper  county,  and  the  place  of 
trial  be  thereupon  changed  by  consent  of  parties,  or  by  order 
of  the  court,  as  provided  in  the  section.  (§  126.)  This  sec- 
tion does  not  expressly  authorize  the  court  to  change  the  place 
of  trial,  when  the  county  designated  for  that  purpose  in  the 
complaint,  is  not  the  proper  county.  Thus,  a  demand  to  change 
the  place  of  trial,  and  an  order  of  the  court  thereon,  are  essen- 
tial to  change  the  place  of  trial,  even  in  local  causes  of  action ; 
and  where  the  complaint  does  not  state  the  proper  county,  the 
last  section  places  the  application  to  change  the  place  of  trial 
because  the  cause  of  action  is  local,  on  the  same  footing  in  one 
respect  as  when  the  motion  is  founded  on  the  convenience  of 
witnesses.  In  both  cases,  there  must  be  a  demand  or  motion  to 
change  it,  and  in  both,  there  must  be  a  consent  to  the  change 
or  an  order  of  the  court  The  proceedings  are  regular  in  the 
county  first  selected,  unless  the  consent  to  change  be  given,  or 
an  order  of  the  court  be  made  to  that  effect 

The  application  was  also  made  to  set  aside  the  sales,  on  the 
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ground  that  the  piopertj  was  sold  much  below  its  value.  On 
notice  to  the  yarious  purchasers,  none  object  to  it  but  one. 
The  defendants'  affidavits  tend  to  show,  that  the  property  sold 
for  one-fifth  of  its  value.  The  purchaser  who  objects,  admits 
that  what  he  bought,  sold  for  less  than  half  its  value.  The 
sale  was  advertised  for  one  day,  and  postponed  to  another,  by 
the  plaintiff  on  account  of  the  extremely  low  prices  at  which 
sales  were  made.  The  motion  to  rescind  the  sales  as  to  those 
who  do  not  oppose,  must  be  granted  as  by  de&ult ;  as  to  the 
other,  he  does  not  strenuously  oppose,  but  he  should  received 
&ir  indemnity  for  his  costs  and  counsel  fees,  and  something 
&r  the  loss  of  a  bargain.  Let  him  be  paid  $250,  to  cover  all 
his  losses,  and  in  lieu  of  the  gain  that  he  might  have  made, 
and  let  the  property  be  re-advertised,  the  defendants  also  pay- 
ing to  the  plaintiff  $10,  the  costs  of  this  motion,  and  all  the 
costs  of  the  former  advertisement  of  sale. 


SUPREME  COUET. 


The  People  ex  reL  The  Superintendents  op  the  Poob  op 
Cortland  County  agt  B.  H.  Duell,  County  Judge,  and 
others,  justices  of  Cortland  County  Sessions. 

A  defendant  who  is  proceeded  agai&Bt  under  the  statute,  charged  with  being  th« 
father  of  a  bastard  child,  cannot  be  sworn  as  a  witness  (although  notice  has 
been  duly  given)  in  his  own  behal£  Section  399  of  the  CodOi  has  no  appli- 
cation to  bastardy  prooeedmga,  under  our  statuta 

In  the  first  place,  the  Code  has  no  application  to  a  oourt  of  sessions;  nor  to 
ooortB  of  oyer  and  terminer. 

In  the  second  place,  g  471  of  the  Code,  excepts  from  its  operation  special  stato- 
tory  remedies  not  before  obtained  by  actioo ;  like  the  present  proceedings  in 
bastardy.  The  common  law  never  gaye  an  action  against  the  putative  fiithsr 
ofa  bastard  child. 

A  commtm  law  eerUarar^  issued  to  bring  up  the  judgment  and  proceeding  fai  a 
case  of  bastardy,  does  not  bring  up  for  review,  the  evidence  given  upon  tht 
trial;  nor  the  decisions  as  to  the  admission  or  rejection  of  evldenoe. 
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Broome  Special  Term^  FAruary,  1858. 

On  the  2d  day  of  April,  1867,  two  justices  of  the  peace,  of 
the  county  of  Cortland,  made  an  order  of  filiation,  against  one 
Eli  Rummer,  charged  with  being  the  &ther  of  a  bastard 
child,  then  lately  bom. 

Bummer  appealed  from  the  order  to  the  court  of  sessions  of 
CQrtland  county ;  and  the  case  was  tried  on  the  4th  Monday 
in  May,  1857. 

The  mother  of  the  child  was  sworn,  as  a  witness,  in  behalf 
of  the  superintendents,  and  testified  amongst  other  thingSi 
that  Bummer  was  the  father  of  the  child. 

Other  witnesses  were  sworn,  and  gave  testimony  in  behalf 
of  the  superintendents. 

After  they  rested,  Bummer  was  o£fered  as  a  witness,  in  his 
own  behalf  under  the  899th  section  of  the  Code,  notice  thereof 
having  been  duly  given. 

The  counsel  for  the  superintendents,  objected  to  his  being 
examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf  on  the  grounds 
stated  in  the  opinion  below. 

The  objection  was  overruled,  and  Bummer  was  sworn  as  a 
witness  in  his  own  behalf,  and  gave  testimony  in  the  case, 
and  testified,  amongst  other  things,  in  substance,  that  he  was 
not  the  father  of  the  child. 

After  the  evidence  was  closed,  the  court  of  sessions,  quashed 
the  order  of  filiation,  and  Bummer  was  discharged.  And 
therefore  the  superintendents  sued  out  a  common  law  certio- 
rari, directed  to  the  said  court  of  sessions,  to  which  a  re- 
turn was  made,  embracing  the«above  &ciB. 

Horatio  Ballard,  attome^f/or  plaintiffs. 
M.  Goodrich,  aMomeyfor  d^endants. 

Mason,  Justice.  The  court  of  sessions  of  Cortiand  county, 
most  certainly  erred  in  allowing  the  defendant  to  be  sworn  in 
this  case. 

The  defendant,  who  is  proceeded  against,  under  our  statute, 
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cIiaTged  vitli  being  the  father  of  a  bastard  child,  cannot  be 
sworn  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf.  The  399th  section  of 
the  C!ode,  as  amended  in  1857,  has  no  application  to  bastardj 
proceedings,  under  onr  statute. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Code  has  no  application  to  the  court 
of  sessions ;  and  in  enumerating  the  courts  to  which  it  is  to 
be  applied,  as  a  code  of  procedure,  does  ndt  name  courts  K>f 
sessions ;  and  it  is  verj  clear  that  it  has  no  application  either 
to  courts  of  sessions  or  oyer  and  terminer. 

But  again,  by  section  471  of  the  Code,  it  is  provided,  that 
"  Tintil  the  legislature  shall  otherwise  provide,  this  act  shall 
not  affect  proceedings  upon  mandamus,  prohibition,  nor  ap- 
peals from  surrogates'  courts,  nor  any  apecial  aiatiUory  remedy^ 
noi  heretofore  obtained  by  action^  Now,  the  proceedings  under 
the  statute  to  charge  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child 
for  its  support,  is  a  special  statutory  remedy,  not  existing  at 
common  law,  and  never  obtained  by  action. 

The  conunon  law  never  gave  an  action  against  the  putative 
fikther  of  a  bastard  child.    (1  BlacksUm^s  Com.  458.) 

This  471st  section  of  the  Code,  expressly  declares  that  the 
Code  shall  not  be  applied  to  such  a  case.  And  besides,  these 
proceedings  in  bastardy  are  quad  criminal.  {Barbour's  Orvmr 
inal  LaWj  622.) 

I  am  without  a  doubt  that  the  court  of  sessions  erred  in 
allowing  the  defendant,  in  this  case,  to  swear  himself  clear  of 
the  charge,  or  to  be  sworn  in  his  own  behalf  and  wish  we 
had  the  right  to  correct  the  error  on  this  common  law  cer- 
tiorari. 

But  I  am  satisfied  that  we  cannot.  A  common  law  certio- 
rari, issued  to  bring  up  the  judgment  and  proceedings  in  a 
case  of  bastardy,  does  not  bring  up  for  review  the  evidence 
given  upon  the  trial,  nor  the  decisions,  as  to  the  admission  or 
rejection  of  evidence.  {The  People  ex  rel  Shipman  agt.  Tha 
Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the  town  qf  Barton^  6  How.  25 ;  The 
PeofpU  ex  rd.  OrandaU  agt.  The  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the 
town  of  Ontario^  15  Barb.  286 ;  Haviland  agt.  White  and  WhUe^ 
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Overseers^  <tc.j  7  How.  154 ;  The  People  ex  reL  Bodine  agt 
Goodrich  and  others^  1  Sdden  568.) 

The  proceedings  must  be  affirmed  therefore ;  but,  a^  this  is 
a  common  law  certiorari,  no  costs  are  given. 


SARATOGA  COUNTY  COURT. 

The  Boabd  of  Commissiokebs  of  Excise  of  Saratoga 
•  CouNTT,  Respondents  agt.  James  Dohebty,  Appellant 

Section  13  of  the  act  entitled,  "  An  act  to  suppress  intemperance,  and  to  re^olate 

'  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,"  passed  April  16,  1867,  reads  as  follows: 
"  Whoeyer  shall  sell  any  strong  or  spirituous  liquors  or  wines  in  quantities  less 
than  fiye  gallons  at  a  time,  without  having  a  license  therefor,  granted  as  her^ 
provided,  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  fiftj  dollars  for  each  offence." 

B7  section  one  of  this  act,  it  is  provided  that  the  commissioners  of  excise,  "  shall 
bo  known  as  the  board  of  commissioners  of  excise,"  fta  And  section  22  of  the 
act  provides  that  "  the  penalties  imposed  by  this  act,  except  the  penalties 
provided  for  bj  sections  eight,  fifteen  and  nineteen,  shall  be  sued  for  and 
recovered  in  the  name  of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  excise." 

Therefore  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  forfeiture  contained  in  section  13  is 
properly  brought  in  the  name  of  The  Board  of  Commissidnera  of  Excite. 

Where  the  summoos  in  such  action  was  returned  by  the  constable  indorsed 
in  this  way:  "  Personally  served  on  this  4th  day  of  September,  1857,  B.  Goe- 
way  constable,"  held  sufficient.  It  was  not  necessary  to  serve  a  copy  of  the 
summons  udIcss  it  was  demanded.  And  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  service 
was  made  in  the  proper  county,  for  it  was  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  do  so. 

Where  the  summons  was  indorsed  by  the  justice  who  issued  it  as  follows :  "  This 
summons  is  issued  according  to  the  provisions  of  section  13  of  an  act  entitled 
an  act  to  suppress  intemperance,  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor^ 
passed  April  16,  1857,  L.  G.  Hoffman,  Justice  of  the  Peace;"  held^  that  such 
indorsement  was  sufficient  If  it  is  necessary  to  serve  this  indorsement  (which 
is  questionable)  there  is  nothing  requiring  the  constable  to  return  that  he  has 
served  it,  unless  the  return  "personally  served"  written  on  the  summons,  is 
presumed  to  refer  to  both  the  summons  and  indorsement. 

Where  an  affidavit  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  removing  a  cause  from  before  the 
justice,  on  the  ground  that  he  is  a  material  witness  for  the  party ;  it  must 
show  that  tiie  justice  is  a  necewary,  as  well  as  a  material  witness.  And  the 
justice  has  a  right  to  judge  of  its  sufficiency. 
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A.  JQrt  conatnictkHi  of  this  act  as  a  whole,  reqairea  that  tiie  oommiflBioiien  shall 
meei^  or  that  a  mijoiritj  of  them,  after  all  have  been  notified,  shall  meet,  and 
decide  to  bring  the  actions  that  are  directed  to  be  broogfat  in  the  name  of  the 
board,  except  in  a  single  instance ;  and  that  i%  where  complaint  has  been 
made  to  them  that  some  proyision  of  the  law  has  been  violatod,  accompanied 
with  reasonable  proof  of  the  same,  and  they  shall  neglect  ten  dajs  after  saoh 
complaint  and  pnci,  to  prosecute,  "  any  other  person  "  may  prosecute. 

H  mems,  that  the  commissioners  are  entitled  to  pay  for  si}ch  serrices. 

December  Term,  1857. 

On  the  10th  day  of  September,  1857,  L.  G.  Hoffman,  Esq., 
Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the  town  of  Waterford,  rendered  a 
judgment  in  &vot  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant^ 
for  $50  damages,  and  $1.63  costs.    The  defendant  appeals, 

S.  H.  Foster  and  J.  I.  House,  ^  the  appellant. 
I.  C.  ORMSBY,/or  (he  respondent. 


"HcKjulSj  County  Judge.  This  action  was  brought  under 
section  18  of  the  act  entitled  "  An  act  to  suppress  intemperance, 
and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,"  passed  April 
16, 1857,  which  reads  thus :  "  Whoever  shall  sell  any  strong 
or  spirituous  liquors  or  wines,  in  quantities  less  than  five  gal- 
lons at  a  time,  without  having  a  license  therefor,  granted  as 
herein  provided,  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  for  each 


It  is  objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  the  action 
should  have  been  brought  in  the  name  of  the  individuals  who 
compose  the  board  of  commissioners  of  excise,  and  not  in  the 
name  of  the  board.  By  section  one  of  this  act,  it  is  provided 
that  the  commissioners  of  excise  ''shall  be  known  as  the 
board  of  commissioners  of  excise,"  &c.  Section  22  provides 
that  the  "  penalties  imposed  by  this  act,  except  the  penalties 
provided  for  by  sections  eight,  fifteen  and  nineteen,  shall  be 
sued  for,  and  recovered  in  the  name  of  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners of  excise." 

This  action  is  therefore  properly  brought  in  that  name. 
The  fact  that  section  22  speaks  of  penalties,  and  section  18 
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provides  a  forfeiture,  can  make  no  difference.  The  two  words 
are  used  interchangeably  in  the  act.  Section  22  speaks  of 
the  "  penalties  provided  for  by  sections  eight,  fifteen  and  nine- 
teen," and  yet  two  of  those  sections  provide  for  forfeitures. 

The  summons  was  returned  to  the  magistrate  with  this 
return  upon  it  in  writing:  " Personally  served  on  this  4th 
day  of  September,  1857.  B.  Goeway,  constable." .  This  was 
sufficient  It  states  the  time — "  4th  day  of  September,"  and 
the  manner— "personally."  (2  B,  &  4:th  ed.  430,  §  14 ;  Cov). 
418 ;  17  Wend.  617.)  It  was  not  necessary  to  serve  a  copy 
of  the  summons  unless  it  was  demanded.  {See  R.  S.  cited 
above,  §  13.)  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  constable  to  return 
that  he  served  the  summons  in  the  county  of  Saratoga.  But 
it  must  be  presumed  that  he  did  serve  it  in  this  county,  for  it 
was  his  duty  to  do  so. 

The  summons  when  issued  was  indorsed  thus :  "  This  sum- 
mons is  issued  according  to  the  provisions  of  section  13,  of  an 
act  entitled  ^  ^n  act  to  suppress  intemperance,  and  to  regu- 
late the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  passed  April  16, 1857/  L. 
G.  Hoffman,  Justice  of  the  Peace."  This  indorsement  waa 
amply  sufficient.  (2  R  S.  4:th  ed.  723,  §  7 ;  22  Barb.  137.)  It 
is  objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  there  is  no  proof 
that  this  indorsement  was  served  on  the  defendant.  If  any 
such  proof  were  necessary,  it  must,  of  course,  come  firom  the 
constable.  But  in  the  case  of  Perry  and  Finehout  agt.  Ih/nen^ 
this  court  held  that  if  it  were  necessary  to  serve  .the  indorse- 
ment (which  was  questionable,)  still  there  was  nothing  requir- 
ing the  constable  to  return  that'  he  had  served  it,  unless  the 
return  "  personally  served,"  written  on  the  summons,  referred 
to  both  the  summons  and  indorsement ;  but  that  if  such  re* 
turn  referred  to  the  summons  only,  then  it  must  be  presumed 
that  the  constable  had  done  his  duty  with  regard  to  the  in- 
dorsement, unless  he  voluntarily  returned  what  he  had  done 
with  it  The  judgment  of  this  court  was  affirmed  by  the  su- 
preme court.     {See  22  Barb.  137.) 

The  defendent's  affidavit  made  with  a  view  to  removing  the 
action  firom  before  the  justice^  on  the  ground  that  he  was.  a 
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mateml  witnees  Sot  tiie  defendant,  was  not  safficient.  It  did 
not  show  the  justice  was  a  neeessary,  as  well  as  a  material  wit* 
ness.  Besides,  the  justice  ''  clearly  had  the  right  to  judge  of 
its  Bufficienoy."  He  decided  that  it  was  insufficient  It  did 
not  clearly  and  indubitably  show  that  the  justice  was  an  in- 
dispensable witness  for  the  defendant.  ( Young  agt  StxOt,  3 
HiU,  82 ;  Murtha  agt  Walter,  2  Scmdjbrd,  517.) 

The  "  act  to  suppress  intemperance,"  Ac.,  is,  in  many  of  its 
provisions  obscure  and  ambiguous.  But  I  am  satisfied  that  a 
just  construction  of  it,  in  the  light  of  established  rules  and 
principles,  requires  that  the  commissioners  shall  meet,  or  that 
a  majority  of  them,  after  all  have  been  notified,  shall  meet 
and  decide  to  bring  the  actions  that  are  directed  to  be  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  board,  except  in  a  single  instance — which 
I  shall  mention  hereafter. 

But  it  need  not  be  shown  affirmatively  that  the  commis- 
sioners, or  a  majority  of  them,  have  so  met  and  conferred ;  it 
will  be  presumed  that  they  have  done  so,  unless  the  defendant 
shows  most  clearly  and  satis&ctorily  that  they  have  not  (21 
Wend.  178  \  22  Barb.  1S7.) 

Mr.  Ormsby,  on  being  examined  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, said  "  he  was  not  aware  that  the  board  had  formally  met 
on  the  subject"  It  was  not  necessary  that  he  should  be 
aware  of  it,  or  should  know  anything  about  it,  whether 
parol  proof  was  proper  or  not  Mr.  Ormsby,  without  objec- 
tion being  made,  stated  that  Stewart  and  Saffi>rd  were  two  of 
the  commissioners.  Mr.  Stewart  testified  that  he  met  Mr. 
Safford  ''and  conferred  with  him  as  to  this  prosecution." 
They  concurred,  and  both  of  them  afterwards  directed  Mr. 
Ormsby  to  prosecute  the  defendant 

There  is  no  evidence  that  Mr.  Lewis,  the  other  commis- 
BLoner,  was  not  notified  to  meet  with  them,  and  it  must  be 
presumed  that  he  was  so  notified.  / 

In  ministerial  acts,  the  commissioners  may  act  iteparatelyi 
after  they  or  a  majority  of  them,  have  met  and  concurred  in 
the  act    (22  Barb.  140,  and  cases  there  died.)    Therefore,  any 
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one  of  them  may  appear  in  court  to  conduct  a  prosecution, 
and  may  employ  counsel  to  assist  him  or  to  act  for  him. 

There  is  a  case  in  which  "  any  other  person,"  may  prose- 
cute without  a  meeting  of  the  commissioners,  and  that  is, 
where  complaint  has  been  made  to  them,  that  some  provision 
of  the  act  has  been  violated,  accompanied  with  reasonable 
proof  of  the  same,  and  they  shall  neglect  ten  days  after  such 
complaint  and  proof  to  prosecute.    {See  act,  §  SO.) 

It  is  suggested  that  probably  the  legislature  did  not  intend 
that  the  commissioners  should  meet  to  confer  in  regard  to 
prosecutions,  because  it  made  no  provision  for  paying  &em 
for  such  services.  But  it  is  not  uncommon  that  duties  are 
imposed  on  public  officers  without  any  compensation.  Nor 
is  it  clear  that  the  commissioners  are  not  entitled  to  pay  for 
such  services.  Section  6  of  the  act  contemplates  other  duties 
for  the  board  than  the  granting  of  licenses,  and  fixes  the  com- 
pensation of  each  commissioner  at  three  dollars  a  day  for  ser- 
vices  actually  performed.  The  commissioners  can  remain  in 
session,  ^r  Ote  purpose  of  granting  licenses^  at  the  place  where 
the  county  courts  are  required  to  be  held,  only  ten  days.  But 
they  may  meet  on  other  days,  at  other  places,  and  to  dis- 
charge other  duties,  and  I  see  nothing  in  the  act  depriving 
ihem  of  compensation  therefor.  However,  this  question  is  not 
now  necessarily  before  me. 

If  the  defendant  had  appeared  before  the  justice  and  ad- 
mitted the  complaint,  that  would  have  authorized  the  justice 
to  enter  judgment  in  &vor  of  the  plaintiff.  But  the  defend- 
ant appeared  and  demurred  to  the  complaint  That,  in  law, 
was  an  admission  of  the  &cts  stated  in  the  complaint^  but  a 
denial  of  their  sufficiency  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The 
cause  was  then  submitted  to  the  justice  on  those  two  pleadings. 
He  very  properly  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  the  &cts  being 
admitted,  and  the  cause  submitted,  he  rendered  judgment  for 
the  plaintifll 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT 
CJhables  D.  P&lce  agt  The  Port  Edward  Water  Works 

COMPAKT. 

An  agiiianU  on  a  motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial  for  conyenienoe  of  witneaaeay 
ifl  defecfciTe  as  to  the  materiality  of  the  number  of  witneaaea  awom  to^  if  by  a 
fidr  oooatrootion,  the  testimony  moat  be  considered  merely  camulatiYe  as  to  a 
part  of  the  witneaaea  named. 

Ibe  afi&dayita  should  show  *'  how  the  witneases  are  material,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  mle  45.  To  do  that,  they  should  show  in  some  sufficiently  distinct  man- 
ner, what  fkets  are  to  be  proved  by  the  aeyeral  witneeses  named,  specU^Ing 
fbem,  so  that  the  court  may  judge  of  the  materiality  of  their  testimony. 

New  -  York  Spedoi  Term^  JforcA,  1857. 
Motion  to  change  place  of  trial  from  New- York  to  Waah- 
ingtoix  county. 

S.  P.  TiiASH^Jbr  defendants. 
A.  A.  "PrnhLLPS,  for  plaintiff. 

Birdseye,  Justice.  The  af&davit  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  dearly  cumulatiye,  as  to  the  testimony  of  six  of  his  wit- 
nesses. He  first  states  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  John  Bad- 
den,  and  five  other  persons,  who  are  practical  potters,  and  well 
acquainted  with  the  business  of  manufacturing  drain  pipe ;  that 
the  drain  pipe  and  other  articles  sold  to  defendants,  and  for 
which  the  action  is  brought,  were  of  the  very  best  quality,  and 
the  same  would  if  properly  laid  down,  have  answered  the  pur- 
pose for  which  they  were  purchased  by  the  defendants.  He 
then  adds  that  he  expects  to  prove  by  William  Mickens,  and 
five  other  persons,  who  are  well  acquainted  with  the  business 
of  hying  drain  pipe,  that  the  drain  pipe  sold  to  the  defend*- 
ants,  would  have  worked  well,  and  have  perfectly  answered 
the  purpose  of  the  defendants,  if  it  had  been  laid  down  prop- 
erly aad  in  a  workmanlike  manner. 
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It  is  not  stated  in  the  affidavit,  or  claimed  by  counsel,  that 
the  business  of  manufacturing  and  that  of  laying  drain  pipe, 
are  so  distinct,  that  persons  conversant  only  with  one  of  them 
are  not  competent  to  prove  all  that  could  be  proved  on  the 
point  in  question,  by  tiiose  familiar  with  the  other.  .  If  there 
be  any  such  difference  between  these  two  branches  of  business^ 
it  should  be  made  affirmatively  to  appear. 

Either  one  or  the  other  of  these  two  sets  of  witnesses,  to  prove 
the  same  fact,  must  therefore  be  rejected.  And  it  is  probable 
that  if  the  testimony  sought  to  be  given  is  material  at  all,  sev- 
eral more  witnesses  might  be  rejected  from  the  six  that  will  re- 
main, without  at  all  impairing  the  plaintiff's  rights.  Does  the 
plaintiff  ordinarily  require  six  witnesses  to  prove  that  $100 
worth  of  goods  sold,  all  consisting  of  articles  precisely  alike, 
such  as  drain  tile,  were  of  the  first  quality,  unless  it  is  at  the 
time  when  he  is  fearful  that  the  place  of  trial  is  about  to  be 
changed  ?  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  element  of  distance,  eithcT 
present  or  apprehended,  lends  some  part  of  the  enchantment 
which  leads  him  to  take  that  view,  and  to  swear  to  it. 

This  motion  would,  therefore,  be  granted,  were  not  the  affi- 
davit on  the  part  of  the  defendants  quite  as  liable  ta  criticism 
afl  that  of  the  plaintiff  or  more  so.  The  president  of  the  de- 
fendants, swears  that  they  have  nine  material  witnesses  resid- 
ing in  Fort  Edward,  Washington  county,  and  one  witness  re- 
siding in  Saratoga  county,  near  that  place;  and  that  the  d^ 
fendants  expect  to  prove,  by  some  of  the  above  named  wit- 
nesses, "  a  special  agreement  stated  in  the  answer,"  and  by 
"  some  of  them,"  that  the  pipe  was  properly  laid  down ;  and 
"  by  scane  of  them,"  that  the  pipe  would  not  work  at  alL  The 
affidavit  goes  through  with  the  whole  statement  of  the  expected 
proof  of  the  defence  in  this  manner :  It  does  not  name  any  one 
witness,  by  whom  any  single  fitct  is  to  be  proved.  It  may  be 
that  not  more  than  two  or  three  of  the  ten  persons  named, 
know  anything  of  the  matter  to  be  litigated.  It  may  be  by 
the  same  two  or  three  persons,  described  as  "someof"  the 
ten,  that  the  successive  fects,  which  together  make  up  the  de- 
fence, are  to  be  proved.    For  the  phrase  is  thioaghoat, .  ^f  by 
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iome  of  thesD."  It  does  not,  even  as  to  those  last  inferred  to, 
allude  to  them,  as  other  than  those  already  mentioned. 

Such  a  statement  as  this,  does  not  tend  at  all  to  show,  "hoir 
the  witnesses  are  material,"  within  the  meaning  of  role  45.  To 
do  that,  it  Aould  be  shown  in  some  sufficiently  distinct  man- 
ner,  what  &ot8  were  to  be  proved  by  the  seyeral  witnesses 
named,  q)eeifying  them,  so  that  the  court  may  judge  of  the 
materiality  of  their  testimony. 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  with  $10  costs. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 
Philip  Pike  agt.  Edwin  B.  Nash  and  another. 

Where  an  isBoe  in  a  cauae  is  such,  (ezamination  of  a  long  aoooxmt^  Aa,)  that  tfatt 
plaintiff^B  attorney  must  know  that  acoordmg  to  the  ordinary  practioe  of  the 
oourt,  the  cause  wffl  be  referred  by  the  coort,  and  where  he  has  been  repeal 
edly  leqaeeted  by  the  defendant's  attorney,  before  the  drcait,  to  oonsent  to  a 
reference,  the  phuntiff  on  suooeeding  hi  the  caose  before  the  referee,  is  not  en- 
titled to  charge  for  his  wiineaaes' fsea  inaUeneUng  the  dreuU  at  which  the  caose 
wasrefeRied. 

▲  witneflB  sabpoBoaedaway  fiom  his  residence,  to  attend  the  trial  of  a  caose  as  a 
witness,  is  entitled  to  his  travel  fees^  to  be  estimated /nrni  hie  reeidenee.  And 
he  has  a  right  to  demand  fees  and  receive  such  fees,  before  he  can  be  com- 
pelled to  attflpdj 

WoihingUm  Special  Term^  June^  1867. 

MoTiDK  for  reta  j:ation  of  costs. 

The  cause  was  poticed  for  trial  by  both  sides,  at  the  Sep- 
tember oircnif^  1856,  in  Washington  county.  The  action  in- 
volved the  lezaniination  of  a  long  account,  and  was  clearly 
referable.  The  defendant's  attorney  wrote  to  plaintiff's  attor- 
aey,  two  or  t&ree  weeks  before  the  trials  proposing  to  refer  the 
oanse,  but  received  Ho  answer,  and  again  drew  his  attention  to 
it  otally.    The  plaintiff's  attorney,  though  not  absolutely  de- 
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dining,  did  not  absolutely  consent,  and  defendant's  attorney 
seryed  notice  of  motion  to  refer,  on  the  Saturday  preceding  the 
circuit,  on  Tuesday  following.  The  plaintiff  had  subpoenaed 
his  witnesses  before  this,  one  of  whom  resided  in  the  city  of 
New- York.  The  affidavit  of  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney, deposed  that  the  notice  of  motion,  was  not  served  in  time 
to  countermand  the  service  of  subpoenas.  The  witnesses  actu* 
ally  attended  one  day.  The  cause  was  referred  by  the  court 
On  the  hearing  before  the  referee,  a  witness  residing  in 
Brooklyn,  was  subpoenaed  at  Schuylerville,  and  on  consulting 
counsel  was  advised  that  he  was  not  obliged  to  attend,  unless 
he  was  tendered  the  amount  of  his  travel  fees,  from  his  place 
of  residence  to  the  place  of  hearing  at  Fort  Edward,  and  re- 
fused otherwise  to  attend.  The  plaintiff  paid  him  his  fuU 
travel  fees  for  four  hundred  miles,  being  $16.  The  derk  struck 
out  all  the  witnesses'  fees  for  attendance  at  September  circuity 
and  also  all  the  travel  fees  of  the  witness  subpoenaed  at  Schuy- 
lerville, except  for  the  distance  to  and  from  Fort  Edward.  The 
plaintiff  moves  for  a  re-adjustment. 

H.  W.  'So^THVFj  for  plaintiff. 
Wait  &  Reynolds, /^rdg/endanto. 

C.  L.  Allen,  Justice.  The  derk  was  right  in  refusing  to 
allow  for  the  witnesses'  fees  at  the  circuit  in  September,  1866. 
The  plaintiff's  attorney  knew  that  according  to  the  course  and 
practice  of  the  court,  the  cause  would  be  referred.  The  at- 
torney for  defendants,  swears  that  he  wrote  to  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  on  the  9ih  of  September,  about  a  fortnight  before  the 
circuit,  proposing  to  refer,  to  which  he  received  no  answer ; 
that  afterwards,  before  serving  the  notice  of  motion,  he  saw 
lihe  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  stated  to  him,  that  the  issues  were 
such,  that  the  court  would  probably  refer  the  cause,  whether 
the  parties  consented  or  not ;  and  again  proposed  the  refer- 
ence. The  attorney  did  not  positively  decline,  but  postponed 
agreeing  thereto,  and  defendant  finally  served  his  notice  of 
motion  on  the  19th  of  September.    On  the  following  week, 
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wlien  the  circuit  was  held,  the  defendant's  attorney  also  once 
proposed  to  refer  the  cause  on  his  part,  which  was  not  at  that 
time  assented  to. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  at- 
torney well  knew,  that  the  cause  would  be  referred ;  and  he 
should  have  so  advised  his  client ;  and  not  have  put  him  to  the 
expense  of  bringing  his  witnesses  to  court,  when  he  had  every 
reason  to  believe  and  know  that  the  cause  would  not  be 
tried. 

As  to  the  other  item,  I  think  the  clerk  erred  in  not  allow- 
ing travel  fees  for  the  whole  distance  from  the  witness's  place 
of  residence.  The  witness,  it  is  true,  was  subpoenaed  at  Schuy- 
lerville,  where  he  was  on  business,  and  when  he  was  about  to 
return  home.  He  insisted  upon  the  whole  amount  of  travel 
fees,  fix>m  his  place  of  residence,  and  refused  otherwise  to  ai» 
tend.  It  has  been  decided  in  this  district,  in  a  similar  case, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  it ;  and  the  plaintiff  paid  him  the 
amount  in  good  faith,  and  to  secure  his  attendance  before  the 
referee.  He  was  detained  and  prevented  from  returning  home, 
or  it  may  have  been  necessary  for  him  to  return  and  come 
back  again.  It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  dwell  upon  the 
question,  as  the  decision  already  made,  must  control  the  pres- 
ent case. 

The  motion  for  adjustment  must  be  granted,  unless  defend- 
ant's attorney  stipulates  in  writing,  within  twenty  days,  that 
the  clerk  may  add  $14.96,  to  the  amount  stricken  out  from 
this  item,  in  which  case,  the  motion  is  to  be  denied  without 
costs  to  either  party.    Order  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  OOUET. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  Bowsrt  Bank,  on  ike  Petition  of  A.  H. 

NiCOLAY. 

Hie  Reviaed  Statatee  provide,  (I  A  &  7dl,)  ttist  do  ocmTi^yaaoe,  aaaigiuneiiit  or 
transfer,  nor  "any  judgment  suffered  by  anysudi  oorporation,  (moneyed  ooEpoo 
ration,)  when  insolTent,  or  ^  oorUempUUiono/inm^iumDyt  with  the  intent  of  giv- 
ing a  prrference  to  any  particular  creditor,  over  other  creditors  of  the  company, 
shaJl  be  valid  in  law/' 

A  iHendly  creditor  of  the  bnk  on  one  and  the  same  day,  presented  a  demand 
against  the  bank,  instituted  a  suit  upon  it,  had  a  trial  4nd  judgment,  and  in 
effect  issued  execution,  by  means  of  an  order  to  show  xxaee  why  the  bank 
should  not  be  declared  insolvent,  upon  which  no  opposition  was  made  by  the 
bank,  and  it  was  formally  declared  insolvent,  and  a  receiver  appointed. 

BM,  that  the  proceeding  all^ough  it  may  have  been  perfectly  proper,  was  sttb* 
stantially  a  vohmiary  ou^nmcn^  jnade  by.  the  bank  itsell^  for  the  equal  bentftt 
of  all  the  creditors,  "aooordii^  to  their  respective  debta"  And  inasmuch  a4 
the  assignment  or  judgment  made  or  suffered,  was  without  an  mtent  of  giving 
preferenceSf  it  was  a  proper  and  legal  act 

Hie  selection  of  one  of  the  officers  of  the  bank  as  receiver,  might  have  been  iqjn* 
didooa,  but  it  certainly  was  not  unlawfiiL  {See  2IL  S»  467.)  Any  person 
having  an  interest  may  inmiediately 'apply  for  a  change  of  receiver,  nnd  an 
injunction  on  his  acts. 

A  party  in  whose  £avor  conditions  are  prescribed,  may  waive  their  enforcement. 
Therefore,  the  act  of  1849,  providing  the  marmer  in  whidi  the  individual  lia- 
bility of  stockholders  of  banks  may  be  enforced,  being  provisions  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bank,  may  be  properly  waived  by  it 

jLfiy  creditor,  having  a  demand  exceeding  $100,  is  authorized  to  make  the  ^>pU- 
oation,  (under  the  statute,)  and  to  obtain  the  order.  Ko  notice  is  required,  ex- 
cept to  the  bank,  li  eeeme,  that  the  statute  in  this  respect,  (as  to  giving  notice 
to  the  creditors,)  is  clearly  defective. 

New  -  York  Special  Term, 

Alleged  collnsiye  appointment  of  a  leceiyer. 

Mr.  Astron^  for  petition. 
Mb.  Stoughton,  opposed. 

RoosEVKLT,  Justice.    The  petitioner,  Mr.  Nicolay,  is  a  oied- 
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hor  of  the  Boweij  Bank,  on  a  certified  check  f<»r  $1,^750,  dated 
October  9th,  1867.  He  complains,  in  that  character,  of  what 
he  denominates  the  collosiye  appointment  of  one  of  the  officers 
of  the  bank,  as  a  leoeiver  of  its  assets,  to  wind  np  its  business, 
and  asks  that  the  orders  which  weie  mnde  for  that  purpose,  at 
the  instance  of  Mr.  Moody  Cumnings,  another  and  a  friendly 
creditor  of  the  bank,  may  be  vsfoatedi^  and  the  appointment  un- 
der them  set  aside.    • 

Mr.  Cummings'  suit,  it  appears^  was  commenced  on  the  10th 
of  October,  on  a  check  for  $260,  which  on  that  same  day,  had 
been  protested  for  non-payment  The  order  to  show  cause, 
WBs  also  made  on  the  lOtb,  and  was  returnable  at  2i  o'clock, 
oa  the  same  day ;  when  the  counsel  of  the  bank  appearing, 
birt  making  no  opposition,  the  institution  was  formally  de- 
clared "  insolvent,"  the  injunction  against  it  continued,  and  a 
receiver  appoinibed,  with  directions  to  realize  the  assets  and. 
'f  distribute  thdr  proceeds  among  the  creditors  equally  and 
lateably,  aco(»ding  to  law."  It  will  thus  be  seen,  that  the  de- 
mand was  presented,  the  suit  upon  it  instituted,  the  trial  had, 
the  jud^nent  rendered,  and  the  execution  in  effect  issued  and 
completed,  all  on  one  and  the  same  day*  The  proceeding, 
therefore,  •  although  it  may  have  been  perfectly  proper,  was  suV 
stantially  a  voluntary  assignment,  made  by  the  bank  itself  for 
the  equal  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  ^'  according  to  their  re^ 
apective  debts."  And  the  question  is,  is  such  an  assignment 
by  abank,  which,  if  the  petitioner's  allegatkffls  are  well  founded, 
"  wte  and  is  solvent,  and  entirely  able  to  pay  its  debts,"  in  law 
a  valid  proceeding  ? 

The  statute  in  relation  to  moneyed  corporations,  (1 B.  S.  791,) 
provides,,  that  no  conveyance,  assignment  or  transfer,  nor  any 
"judgment  suffered  by  any  such  corporation  when  insolvent 
or  in  cmiemphtion  of  insolvefncy^  witii  the  intent  of  giving  ar 
prrfettnce  to  any  particular  creditor  over  other  creditors  of  the 
company,  shall  be  valid  in  kw." 

Such  a  provision  seems  to  carry  with  it>  by  necessary  ina- 
plication,  an  admission  that  an  assignment  or  judgment  made 
or  suffered,  without  an  intent  of  giving  preferences,  and  of 
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oouise,  still  more  if  witli  the  express  intent  of  insuring  equality , 
is  a  proper  and  legal  act 

It  may  be,  that  the  selection  of  one  of  its  own  officers  as  re* 
ceiver  was  injudicious ;  but  it  certainly  was  not  unlawful.  The 
act  for  the  voluntary  dissolution  of  corporations,  (2  H.  &  467,) 
expressly  provides,  that  "any  of  the  directors,  trustees  or 
other  officers,  or  any  of  the  stockholders,  may  be  appointed  re- 
ceivers." We  have  the  sanction,  therefore,  of  the  legislature, 
for  the  principle  of  such  a  selection.  Any  creditor,  neverthe- 
less, upon  good  cause  shown,  may  object  either  before  or  after 
the  appointment,  and  may  designate  a  more  suitable  person  of 
his  own  nomination,  to  take  the  place  of  the  nominee  of  the 
.bank.  Mr.  Nicolay,  at  present,  makes  no  such  application. 
It  is  understood,  however,  that  another  creditor  has  done  so, 
and  that  one  of  my  colleagues  has  already  made  the  desired 
diange,  by  substituting  Mr.  Stewart  for  Mr.  Bradford. 

It  is  suggested,  that  the  new  constitution  of  the  state,  and 
the  act  of  1849,  passed  to  give  eSeci  to  its  requirements,  have 
superceded  the  previous  legislation  on  the  subject 

The  constitution  declares,  that  the  stockholders  of  banks  of 
issue,  shall  be  individually  responsible  to  the  amount  of  their 
respective  shares ;  and  the  act  of  1849,  declares,  that  the  lia- 
bility so  created,  shall  be  enforced  as  therein  provided,  "  and 
in  no  other  manner."  That  "  manner,"  is  either  by  issuing 
an  execution  and  showing  that  the  property  of  the  bank  is  c^ 
such  a  character  that  an  execution  although  issued  cannot  be 
satisfied  out  of  it,  or  by  waiting  ten  days  after  demand  and  re- 
fusal, and  then  applying  for  a  distribution  of  the  assets  by  a 
receiver,  and  an  apportionment  of  the  deficiency  among  the 
stockholders  on  the  report  of  a  referee.  Mr.  Cummings,  it  is 
said,  complied  with  neither  of  these  conditions — ^he  neither  ob- 
tained an  execution  nor  waited  the  ten  days.  A  ready  answer 
to  this  objection  is  found  in  the  well  settled  principle  that  a 
party  in  whose  favor  conditions  are  prescribed,  may  waive  their 
enforcement.  The  bank  did  so ;  and  the  order  on  that  point, 
no  fraud  being  suggested,  is  res  judicata.  It  determined  the 
institution  to  be  insolvent    Mr.  Nicolay,  it  is  true,  was  not  a 
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party  to  the  proceeding ;  but  the  statute  did  not  require  that 
he  should  be.  ^^Any  creditor  having  a  demand  exceeding  one 
hundred  dollars,"  was  authorized  to  make  the  application,  and 
to  obtain  the  order.  No  notice  was  required,  except  to  the 
bank.  If  the  statute  in  this  respect  be — as  it  clearly  is— de- 
fective, the  court  has  no  power  to  supply  the  omission.  For 
want  of  notice  to  all  the  creditors,  an  improper  person  may 
sometimes,  no  doubt,  be  appointed  receiver.  The  evil,  how- 
ever,  can  only  be  temporary.  Any  person  having  an  interest 
may  immediately  apply  for  a  change  and  for  an  intermediate 
injunction  on  his  acts— and  such  motions  may  be  repeated  as 
often  as  new  occasions  for  them  may  arise.  Mr.  Nicolay,  there- 
fore, is  not  prejudiced.  And  if  it  be  true,  as  he  alleges,  that 
the  bank  is  solvent,  so  much  the  better  will  it  be  for  his  ulti- 
mate payment 

It  may  nevertheless,  imder  the  circumstances,  if  he  desires 
it,  be  proper  to  direct  a  reference  to  inquire  into  the  matter  of 
the  appointment  of  the  cashier,  as  distinguished  from  other 
persons,  (that  being  the  act  rather  of  the  parties,  than  of  the 
court,)  and  of  the  subsequent  substitution  pending  this  pro- 
ceeding, of  the  secretary  of  the  Trust  Company  in  his  stead. 

Should  the  petitioner's  counsel  consider  a  special  order  ne* 
ceasary,  he  will  prepare  a  draft  and  submit  it  (on  notice)  for 
settlement. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Maria  F.  Pravp  and  others  agt.  Orrin  P.  Ramsdell  and 

others. 


In  an  action  for  tho  foredorare  of  a  mortgage,  (or  any  equity  casea,)  where  ten* 
der  is  made  before  jadgmenti  if  the  parties  do  not  yobintarity  adjust  the  cotii, 
MiA  party  may  apply  to  the  cooxt  ftr  that  purpose. 
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If  eotta  are  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  without  entiy  of  Judgment^  the  itenui  and 
amounl^  are  to  be  governed  by  §  307. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  demand  it,  the 
plaintiff  may  be  permitted  to  take  judgment  notwithstanding  the  tender,  and 
thus  become  entitied  to  the  additional  allowaooe  under  §  308 ;  or,  if  tha 
eqxiities  of  the  case  demand  it,  the  court  may  refVise  costs  to  the  plaintiff;  or 
even  award  them  to  the  defendant 

This  course  preserves  the  discretion  of  the  court  as  to  the  allowance  of  costs  in 
equity  cases,  in  its  full  vigor,  leaving  it  to  be  exercised  consistently  with  the 
equities  of  each  case.  (Ths  case  of  PraU  agi  Ckmhey,  16  Bno.  27,  hdd  to  ap" 
-p^  exclusively  to  adione  ai  kew.) 

'  Application  to  detenniDe  the  right  of  plaintiff  to  the  ad- 
ditional allowance  under  section  808  of  the  Code,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  April  13,  1867,  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
giEige,  where  defendants  paid  the  amount  due  with  the  costs 
specified  in  section  807,  before  judgment ;  the  payment  hav- 
ing been  made  and  received  under  stipulation  of  the  parties, 
that  it  should  not  affect  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  allowance^ 
if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  he  was  entitled  to  it. 

N.  K  Hopkins,  for  plaintiffs. 
Sherman  S.  BoasBS,/or  defendants. 

Davis,  Justice.  In  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage, costs  are  not  allowable  of  course^  under  section  804  of 
the  Code,  but  are  wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
{Code,  §§  804,  806 ;  Gallagher  agt.  JBgham,  2  Sand.  S.  C.  B. 
742.) 

In  cases  of  this  kind,  where  the  defendant  is  ready,  and 
offers  to  pay,  or  brings  into  court  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage,  the  parties  afl?e<at*  liberty  tto  apply  to  the  court  for 
its  direction  as  to  the  question  of  costs ;  and  the  court  under 
aecticm  806  Jbas  a  discretion  to  allow  them  or  not,  as  may  be 
equitable  and  just.  K  the  court  on  such  application  do  allow 
costs,  the  amount  and  the  items  are  distinctly  regulated  by 
section  807,  unless  there  be  a  "  recovery  of  judgment,"  bring- 
ing the  case  as  to  an  additional  allowance  within  section  808. 
It  was  held  in  The  New  -  York  Fire  and  Marine  Ins.  <7(?.  agt. 
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BurreOy  (9  How.  P.  B.  898,)  that  the  statute  (2  R.  S.  558y  §  20^) 
allowing  a  defi^ndant  to  tender  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  at- 
torney an  amonnt  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  demand  with 
costB  to  the  time  of  the  tender,  and  providing  that  if  it 
shall  appear  on  the  trial  that  the  amount  so  tendered  was 
sufficient  to  pay  the.  demand  and  costs,  the  plaintiff  should 
not  be  entitled  to  costs  subsequent  to  the  tender,  is  confined 
to  actions  at  law,  and  does  not  affect  actions  for  the  foreclo* 
sure  of  mortgages.  I  think  this  conclusion  a  sound  one ;  es- 
pecially since  in  equity  suits  the  costs  being  discretionary 
with  the  court,  a  tender  of  them  cannot,  in  many  cases,  be 
made  with  certainty  or  safety  to  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

A  different  rule  prevails  in  actions  coming  within  the  pro- 
visions of  section  SOI  of  the  Code.  In  such  cases,  the  costs 
are  fixed  and  certain ;  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  on  settle* 
ment  before  judgment,  are  declared  by  section  822.  The 
ruling  of  Marvin,  J.,  in  PraU  agt.  Chnkey,  (16  How.  27,)  was 
in  such  an  actionj  and  is  undoubtedly  correct 

From  these  views,  it  follows  that  in  an  action  for  the  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage,  where  tender  is  made  before  judg- 
ment, if  the  parties  do  not  voluntarily  adjust  the  costs,  either 
party  may  apply  to  the  court  for  that  purpose.  If  costs  are 
allowed  to  the  plaintiff  without  entry  of  judgment,  the  items 
and  amount  are  to  be  governed  by  section  807.  K  the  court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  demand 
it,  the  plaintiff  may  be  permitted  to  take  judgment  notwitih- 
standing  the  tender,  and  thus  become  entitled  to  the  addi- 
tional allowance  under  section  808 ;  or  if  the  equities  of  the 
case  demand  it,  the  court  may  reAise  costs  to  the  plaintiff; 
or  even  award  them  to  the  defendant 

This  course  preserves  the  discretion  of  the  court  as  to  the 
allowance  of  costs  in  equity  cases,  in  its  full  vigor,  leaving  it 
to  be  exercised  consistently  with  the  equities  of  each  case. 
Of  course,  in  ordinary  cases,  the  court,  by  refiising  to  permit 
Judgment  to  be  entered,  would  allow  no  more  costs  than  the 
amount  prescribed  by  section  807 ;  and  where  those  items 
kad  been  tendeied|  the  plaintiff  would  be  put  to  show  a  satis- 
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lactOTj  excuse  for  refusing  diem,  or  be  himself  charged  with 
the  costs  of  the  application ;  and  it  is  so  uniformly  the  prac^ 
tice  of  the  court  to  allow  costs  in  mortgage  cases,  that  the  de- 
fendant)  in  all  ordinary  cases,  should  tender  those  items  to 
avoid  the  costs  of  the  motion  which  the  court  would  other- 
wise be  likely  to  impose  upon  him.  In  a  case  of  extraordi- 
nary labor  or  expense,  the  court  by  permitting  judgment  to 
be  entered  for  the  amount  tendered,  could  protect  the  plain- 
tiff, so  far  at  least  as  the  additional  allowance  is  concerned, 
from  the  effect  of  a  tender  made  upon  the  eve  of  a  judgment, 
or  after  the  labor  and  expense  of  contesting  an  unmeritori- 
ous  defence. 

There  are  no  &cts  disclosed  in  the  case  before  me,  to  call 
for  the  special  interference  of  the  court ;  and  as  it  appears 
that  the  costs  allowed  by  section  807,  have  been  paid,  the 
motion  must  be  denied. 

Note.  Bedded  at  Erie  spodal  term.  Affirmed  on  appeal  November  general 
term,  186 1,  Datib,  P.  J.,  Mabyin  and  Gbeik,  Justioea,  and  the  opinion  of  Jnatiod 
at  special  tenn  adopted. 


SUPERIOR  COURT. 


Jahes  M.  Gross,  respondent  agt.  Amos  M.  Sackett,  Moses 
L.  Holmes,  John  D.  Maxwell,  Henry  W.  Belcher, 
Franklin  Osgood,  Samuel  Smith,  Isaac  H.  Smith  and 
Nathaniel  H.  Wolfe,  appellants. 

There  is  no  wrong  or  fraud,  which  directorsof  a  joint  stock  company,  incorporated 
or  otherwise,  can  commit,  which  cannot  be  redressed  by  appropriate  and  ade- 
quate remedies. 

The  first  mode  is  when  the  company  in  its  corporate  name,  seeks  to  set  aside  the 
fraud,  to  reclaim  abstracted  property,  or  prevent  a  corporate  loss. 

The  next  mode  is,  when  shareholders  bring  enaction  for  the  same  object  unitedly 
or  in  the  fbrm  which  the  court  of  chancery  permits,  of  a  bill  by  one  or  more  on 
behalf  of  themselves  and  all  others  having  a  common  interest  This  right  ex- 
ists under  various  circumstanoe&   It  clearly  exisba,  when  the  directon  or  agenti 
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whose  daedfl  or  omiaBums  are  impeached,  do  themaelTee  control  the  oompaoj, 
and  impede  the  aaaertion  of  a  right  in  its  own  name. 
And  where  a  party  prqJectB  and  publicly  promulgates  the  icheme  of  a  joint  stock 
company;  when  he  causes  the  nsoal  books  to  be  opened,  and  allows  or  causes 
Itie  inscription  of  a  penon  as  an  owner  of  an  interest  to  a  definite  amount  and 
▼ahie  therein,  which  iafaiae  within  his  own  knowledge;  when  he  embodies 
such  fidae  statements  in  a  certificate  of  this  right  directly  issued,  and  of  the  same 
effect  as  if  signed  by  himself;  when  he  accompanies  that  certificate  by  a  writ- 
ten power,  authorizing  a  transfer  at  large  by  the  party  to  whom  he  has  given 
the  certificate;  when  that  representation  pablidy  addressed  to  all,  induces  an 
innocent  person  to  advance  his  money,  the  defendant's  own  individual  act  has 
created  a  privity  of  contract,  and  he  must  be  held  responsible  to  any  one  who 
has  been  deceived.    (See  dbo  Mead  agt  MaU  and  JeweU,  16  J3aw.  347.) 


General  Term,  February,  1868. 

Before  BoswoRTH,  HoPFMAN,  Slosson,  Woodbupp  and 

PlEBBBPONT,  Justices. 

Upon  demurrer  to  complaint  Appeal  from  an  order  for 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  upon  a  demurrer,  unless  the  defend- 
ants answer  the  complaint  in  the  time  prescribed,  and  pay  the 

008t& 

Chablss  O'Conob,  for  defendants  and  appellants. 
Daniel  IjOBD^forplairUiffand  respondent. 

By  the  court — Hoffman,  Justice.  The  complaint  contains 
the  following  statements :  That  on  the  18th  of  August,  1858, 
the  defendant  Holmes,  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with 
the  defendants  Sackett,  ifaxweU,  Belcher,  Osgood  and  Samud 
Smith,  by  which  he  sold  to  the  last  named  parties,  all  the  es- 
tates, mines,  fixtures  and  property  described  and  set  forth  in 
a  schedule  declared  to  be  annexed. 

The  consideration  for  this  sale  was  to  be  as  follows :  Upon 
the  receipt  of  the  leases  described  in  the  schedule,  and  deliv- 
ery of  the  personal  property  therein  mentioned,  $60,000  was  to 
be  paid.  On  the  20th  of  September  ensuing,  upon  receipt  of 
the  deeds  of  all  the  estates  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  convey- 
ing unquestionable  titles,  (except  as  to  $126,000  incumbrances,) 
the  further  sum  of  $91,600  waa  to  be  paid ;  and  thirty  ihou- 
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mmd  shares  of  stock  of  tlie  Gold  Hill  Mining  Oompanji  ma 
also  to  be  delivered  to  bini, 

Thifl  instrument  declares,  that  the  Gold  Hill  Mining  Com- 
pany was  a  company  proposed  to  be  formed  upon  the  basis  of 
the  property  therein  mentioned.  That  property  was  to  be  di- 
vided into  and  represented  by  200,000  shares,  llie  par  value  to 
b<^  five  dollars  a  share.  Fifty  thousand  shares  were  to  be  re* 
served  as  a  capital  by  the  company,  and  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  $125,000  before  stated. 

Holmes,  then  the  owner  of  the  property  to  be  conveyed,  con- 
sents to  sell  the  whole  of  it  for  the  price  in  cash  of  $151,600; 
and  of  stock  to  be  given  him  in  the  proposed  company  of  thirty 
thousand  shares,  the  par  or  arbitrary  value  of  which  was  to  be 
five  dollars  a  share,  or  $150,000.  The  incumbrances  amounted 
to  $125,000.  Taking  the  value  of  $150,000  of  stock,  at  the 
nominal  amount,  the  estimate,  excluding  incumbrances,  was 
$801,600. 

And  the  complaint  alleges,  that  the  actual  value  of  the  prop* 
erty  did  not  exceed  $875,000,  when  wholly  unincumbered,  and 
was  not  worth  more  than  $250,000  beyond  the  incumbrances. 

On  the  80th  of  August,  1858,  the  defendants  Samuel  Smithy 
Osgood  and  Holmes^  executed  a  certificate  of  organization,  un- 
der the  act  of  February  7th,  1848,  for  the  formation  of  corpo- 
rations tor  mining,  mechanical  and  chemical  purposes,  as  such 
act  was  amended  by  the  statute  of  June  7th,  1858.  The  cer- 
tificate stated  the  corporate  name,  the  object,  the  capital,  one 
million  of  dollars ;  the  duration,  twenty-five  years,  and  the 
number  of  shares,  two  hundred  thousand.  The  trustees  for  the 
first  year  were  the  present  defendants,  except  the  defendant 
Maxwell. 

This  instrument  was  acknowledged  on  the  81st  of  August, 
1858,  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  derk  of  the  county,  on  the 
8d  of  September,  of  that  year. 

On  the  81st  of  August,  1858,  the  defendants  Sackett,  Maxwell^ 
Osgood,  Holmes,  BeUher  and  S.  Smith,  executed  an  instrument, 
by  which  they  assigned  to  the  Gold  Hill  Mining  Company, 
the  contract  or  obligation  of  Holmes,  and  agreed  to  pay  Holmes 
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all  the  money  stipulated  to  be  paid  to  him  in  such  contract^ 
except  the  $125,000,  the  amount  of  the  old  incumbrances. 
They  also  agreed  to  deliver  to  Holmes  the  thirty  thousand 
shares  of  the  company.  The  consideration  for  this  transfer 
was  sixty  thousand  shares  of  the  company,  acknowledged  to 
have  been  received,  and  ninety  thousand  shares  to  be  delivered 
on  or  before  the  20th  of  September  ensuing. 

On  the  same  Slst  of  August,  the  defendants  acting  as  a  cor- 
poration, by  the  name  of  the  Gold  Hill  Mining  Company,  ac- 
cepted and  agreed  to  the  purchase,  upon  the  terms  expressed 
in  the  foregoing  instrument  And  on  the  1st  of  September, 
1858,  Holmes  executed  an  instrument,  by  which  he  agreed  to 
sell  and  convey  to  the  Gold  Hill  Mining  Company,  the  prop- 
erty specified.  It  consists  of  various  leases,  steam  engines, 
pumps,  fixtures,  &a,  with  certain  parcels  of  real  estate  in  &e. 
No  consideration  is  expressed  in  it 

It  may  here  be  observed,  that  the  counsel  of  the  plainti£b 
has  treated  the  case  as  if  there  had  been  a  company  completely 
organized  on  the  Slst  of  August,  although  the  certificate  was 
not  filed  until  the  Ist  of  September.  Pausing  at  this  stage  of 
the  fiicts,  we  find  that  the  company  had  become  vested  with 
the  whole  of  the  estate  and  rights  of  Holmes,  and  of  the  five 
other  parties,  in  the  whole  property.  For  this  the  company 
was  bound  to  pay  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  shares  of 
its  stock,  taking  it  subject  to  $125,000  of  old  incumbrances. 
Holmes  had  the  personal  engagement  ofMaxioeU,  Osgood,  Sack- 
ettj  Belcher  and  S.  Smithy  to  pay  him  $151,600  in  cash,  and  to 
deliver  him  thirty  thousand  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  company. 
Thus  the  property  which  was  to  cost  the  five  parties  $151,600 
in  cash,  and  thirty  thousand  shares  nominally  $150,000,  is  put 
into  the  company  at  $750,000  nominal  value.  It  is  to  be  paid 
for  at  that  estimate,  and  by  the  issue  of  stock. 

The  complaint  then  states,  that  certificates  were  then  printed 
and  issued  by  the  defendants,  stating  that  the  party  named  was 
entitled  to  the  specified  number  of  shares  in  the  capital  stock ; 
that  such  capital  consisted  of  one  million  of  dollars,  and  the 
sbas^  were  two  hundred  thousand  of  $5  eacL    The  complaint 
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farther  states  the  issuing  of  shares  of  stock  to  the  defendants 
at  different  periods,  and  in  different  amounts,  in  the  aggregate 
one  hundred  and  forty-five  thousand  shares.  Certificates  were 
also  issued  to  persons  other  than  the  defendants,  (except  800 
to  Sackett,)  to  the  amount  of  nine  thousand  three  hundred 
shares.  The  total  issue  was  therefore  $154,600  share&  Forty* 
five  thousand  four  hxmdred  shares  were  reseryed,  and  appar- 
ently under  the  provision  that  50,000  shares  were  to  be  a  capi- 
tal to  provide  for  the  incumbrances  of  $125,000. 

The  complaint  proceeds  to  stat^a  custom  in  the  city  of  New- 
York,  of  attaching  a  skeleton  power  of  attorney  to  certificates  of 
stock  issued  by  such  corporations,  enabling  a  transfer  of  a 
light  to  the  stock  to  be  made  without  an  entry  on  the  books, 
the  knowledge  by  the  defendants  of  such  custom,  their  attach- 
ing such  powers  of  attorney  to  the  certificates,  and  that  they 
knew  and  intended  that  such  certificates  would  thus  become 
easily  current  and  negotiable  as  evidences  of  property  and  sub- 
jects of  traffic  from  hand  to  hand,  without  recourse  to  the 
books  of  the  company. 

Another  allegation  of  the  complaint  relates  to  a  public  dec^ 
laration  of  dividends  for  two  months,  as  out  of  the  profits  of 
the  concern,  caused  to  be  made  and  published  by  the  defend- 
ants, in  order  to  give  a  fictitious  value  to  the  stock,  when  they 
well  knew  that  the  company  had  not  received  any  such  profita 
And  as  to  two  of  such  dividends,  it  is  alleged,  that  a  large  part 
of  such  dividends  was  paid  out  of  money  borrowed,  or  out  of 
the  capital  stock. 

The  complaint  then  ^alleges,  "that  on  the  14th  of  April, 
1854,  by  means  of  such  false  and  fi*audulent  practices  and  state- 
ments of  the  defendants,  it  had  come  to  be  generally  believed 
in  the  city  of  New- York,  and  was  believed  by  the  plaintiff^ 
that  the  said  Gold  Bill  Mining  Company  was  in  &ct  possessed 
of  property  of  at  least  one  million  of  dollars  in  value ;  that 
shi^  and  interests  therein  were  of  the  value  of  at  least  $5  a 
share,  and  that  such  company  had  earned  at  least  the  sum  of 
$50,000  over  expenses ;  that  the  certificates  issued  by  the  de* 
fisndants  with  the  powers  of  attorney  attached,  were  in  ciiou- 
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lation  and  course  of  sale,  pledge  and  disposition,  and  were  be* 
lieved  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  true  and  genuine  evidences  or 
lepTesentatives  of  actual  interests  in  a  capital  of  one  million  of 
dollars ;  and  so  believing,  and  on  the  faith  and  credit  of  the 
aforesaid  ftlse  and  fraudulent  acts  and  representations  of  the 
defendants,  (of  the  falsity  and  fraud  whereof  the  plaintiff  was 
ignorant,)  he  did  on  the  14th  of  April,  1854,  purchase  of  one 
fiichard  Schell,  then  being  the  holder  of  one  of  the  original  or 
substituted  certificates,  an  interest  in  the  said  capital  stock,  to 
ike  extent  of  one  thousand  shares,  and  paid  therefor  the  sum 
of  $8,600.  That  he  received  a  certificate  and  power  from 
Schell,  which  he  surrendered  to  the  company,  and  received  in 
lien  thereof  from  the  defendants,  another  certificate  represent- 
ing the  capital  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  defendants  transferred 
1,000  shares  to  him  on  the  books ;  that  the  statements  and 
representations  were  Mse,  and  that  the  interest  supposed  to 
have  been  acquired  by  him,  was,  in  fact,  worthless ;  that  by 
means  of  such  false,  fraudulent  and  deceptive  practices  of  the 
defendants,  the  said  plaintiff  has  sustained  damage  to  the 
amoxmt  of  $6,000,  for  which  he  demands  judgment." 

Such  is  the  substance  of  the  case  made  by  the  plaintiff;  and 
my  first  subject  of  inquiry  shall  be,  what  did  the  certificates 
issued  by  the  defendants  in  their  corporate  name  purport  to 
represent?  What  under  the  statute  of  organization,  ought  they 
by  law  to  have  represented  ?  and  what  was  the  truth  in  rela- 
tion to  such  representations  ? 

The  representation  on  the  certificate  with  its  attendant  power 
was,  that  the  party  named  in  it  was  entitled  to  an  interest  pro- 
portionate to  the  whole  stock  in  a  money  capital,  or  in  prop- 
erty equivalent  substantially  to  a  money  capital,  of  one  million 
of  dollars.  This  is  the  statement  made  and  uttered  by  the  de- 
fendants, with  an  implied  engagement  for  its  truth,  upon  these 
instruments.  And  this  is*  precisely  what  under  their  charter 
ihey  were  allowed  and  directed  to  represent ;  and  they  could 
only  comply  with  the  act  of  the  legislature,  when  such  was  the 
representation,  and  when  it  was  true. 

The  14th  section  of  the  act  of  1848,  {Sese.  Lam,  p.  64,)  de- 
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dared,  that  '^nothing  but  money  should  be  considered  as  ps^y^ 
meht  of  any  part  of  the  capital  stock."  The  act  of  1858,  {Sess. 
Lawsy  705,)  provided,  "  that  the  trustees  may  purchase  mines, 
manufactories  and  other  property  necessary  for  their  business, 
and  issue  stock  to  ike  amount  of  (he  value  thereof  in  payment  there- 
foTj  and  the  stock  so  issued^  shall  be  taken  as  full  stock."  It 
is  to  be  reported  not  as  cash  paid  into  the  company,  but  ac- 
cording  to  the&ct 

We  accede  to  the  proposition  of  the  counsel  of  the  plaintifl^ 
that  the  legislature  in  substituting  mines  and  other  ^  proper^ 
for  the  money  capital  before  prescribed,  intended  and  declared 
that  such  property  should  have  an  actual  value  reasonably  pro- 
portionate to  the  stock  issued  to  pay  for  it  Nothing;  else  is 
consistent  with  the  honest  purposes  of  such  an  association,  and 
nothing  else  can  have  been  the  legislative  will.  But  what  did 
these  certificates  in  truth  represent  ?  What,  for  example,  was 
the  &ct  as  the  complaint  states  it,  as  to  the  certificate  of  1,000 
shares  purchased  by  the  plaintiff?  Instead  of  an  interest  in 
five  thousand  dollars  of  money,  once  contributed  and  presumed 
to  subsist  in  some  form  of  value,  or  in  mines  and  property  of 
an  equal  or  substantially  equal  value,  he  got,  what  he  alleges 
to  be  wholly  worthless,  and  which  upon  any  calculation  on  the 
statements  made,  must  be  of  greatly  inferior  value. 

We  are  bound  to  assume  the  allegations  of  this  complaint  to 
be  true  in  all  their  reasonable  and  legal  import ;  and  if  so,  a  case 
is  presented  of  the  formation  of  a  bubble  company,  contrived 
for  purposes  of  private  emolument,  its  authors  and  managers 
fraudulently  publishing.statements  tending  to  produce  the  belief 
tiiat  the  stock  was  at  least  of  its  par  value ;  that  its  business 
had  warranted  successive  dividends  firom  profits ;  that  these 
fiilse  and  deceptive  representations  were  made  by  the  defend- 
ants, the  authors  or  managers  of  the  scheme ;  that  they  were 
made  in  such  an  apparent  form  of  negotiability,  as  fix)m  the 
custom  of  business,  was  peculiarly  calculated  to  delude  and  to 
injure ;  and  that  such  delusion  and  injury  has  actually  been 
produced  and  fallen  upon  the  plaintiff  inconsequence  of  such 
acts.    We  may  here  observe  that  some  of  the  acts  of  fraud  are 
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Stated  to  have  been  performed  before  tbe  oompany  was  organ- 
ized ;  and  aa  to  two  of  the  defendants,  it  is  not  said  that  th^ 
originally  participated  in  them.  But  as  to  the  frauds  stated  to 
have  been  subsequently  practicedi  it  is  to  be  observed  that  all 
the  defendants  acted  together,  and  "  did  so,  well  knowing  the 
premises."  This  is  sufficient  to  render  them  as  responsible  by 
the  adoption,  as  the  others  are  by  their  performance  of  the 
acts. 

The  leartied  counsel  of  the  defendants  has  pressed  upon  us 
the  proposition  that  such  a  suit  as  this  has  been  unknown 
through  all  the  periods  of  the  law,  except  when  it  was  war- 
ranted by  the  statute  of  George  1st,  {cap.  18,  §  20, 1719,)  con- 
sequent upon  the  South  Sea  bubble.  He  insists,  '^  that  be- 
cause the  common  law  afforded  no  remedy  to  the  remote 
purchaser,  this  statute  was  passed,  giving  in  the  20th  section 
an  action  for  damages." 

He  has  called  our  attention  to  the  history  of  those  gigantic 
frauds  which  have  acquired  an  immortality  of  pre-eminence, 
amid  the  destructive  projects  of  the  visionary  or  the  designing, 
the  Mississippi  and  the  South  Sea  schemes.  A  member  of 
Parliament  when  the  act  of  George  the  First  was  discussed, 
admitted,  "  that  the  directors  could  not  be  reached  by  any 
known  law  ;  but  extraordinary  crimes  called  for  extraordinary 
remedies.  The  Boman  lawgivers  had  not  foreseen  the  possi- 
bility of  a  parricide,  but  as  soon  as  the  first  monster  appeared, 
they  found  a  law,  he  was  sewn  in  a  sack  and  cast  into  the 
Tiber."    (Zorrf  Mahon's  History,  Vol.  /,  p.  280.) 

But  I  cannot  believe,  that  either  the  argument  of  the  learned 
counsel,  or  the  declamation  of  the  rhetorician  of  the  House  of 
Commons  is  sufficient  to  stamp  the  law  of  England  with  the 
impotency  attributed  to  it  On  the  contrary,  I  consider  that 
there  have  always  been  principles  of  law,  and  tribunals 
adapted  and  xjompetent  to  redress  wrongs  of  this  nature. 

The  act  of  George  1st  was  annulled  in  the  6th  year  of  Geo. 
IVth,  (1825.)  The  19,  20  and  21st  sections  were  recited  and 
repealed  with  this  declaration :  "  And  whereas  it  is  expedi- 
ent that  80  much  of  the  above  act  as  is  above  set  forth, 
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flhould  be  repealed,  and  that  the  said  undertakings,  attempti^ 
practices  and  acts  should  be  adjudged  and  dealt  i?ith,  accord- 
ing to  the  common  lav,  notwithstanding  such  act.  There- 
fore, &c." 

We  may  assume  that  the  Parliament  thought  there  was 
some  mode  of  dealing  with  such  fraudulent  practices,  as  the 
20th  section  of  the  act  had  aimed  at,  according  to  the  doctrines 
of  the  common  law,  and  through  some  of  the  methods  of  re- 
dress it  had  supplied.  In  The  Chariidbk  Corporation  agt  Sut- 
ton, (2  Atk.  B.  401, 1742,)  Lord  Hardwicks  announced  as  an 
unquestionable  principle,  that  a  court  of  chancery  could  give 
relief  against  all  who  are  constituted,  expressly  or  by  operation 
of  law,  trustees  or  agents,  to  parties  injured  by  their  acts. 

In  the  case  of  Hayes  agt  Morgan,  {April,  1857,)  I  had  oc- 
casion to  consider  the  following  cases :  Hitchins  agt.  Oongreve^ 
(4  RusseU  512 ;)  Wdlbum  agt  Ingilbe]/,  (1  Milne  Jk  Kleene,  61 ;) 
Fos8  agt.  HarboUle,  (2  Hare,  401 ;)  Dodge  agt  Woobei/,  (18  How. 
U.  S.  R.  83,)  and  Robinson  agt  Smith,  (8  Paige,  280.)  The  law 
which  may  be  gathered  from  these  cases  is,  that  there  is  no 
wrong  or  fittud  which  directors  of  a  joint  stock  company,  in« 
corporated  or  otherwise,  can  commit,  which  cannot  be  re- 
dressed by  appropriate  and  adequate  remedies.  The  first 
mode  is,  when  the  company  in  its  corporate  name,  seeks  to  set 
aside  the  fraud,  to  reclaim  abstracted  property,  or  prevent  a 
corporate  loss.  Such  is  the  case  of  The  Oofporation  agt  SuUon^ 
and  the  recognized  rule  in  Foss  agt.  Harbottle,  The  next  mode 
is,  when  shareholders  bring  an  action  for  the  same  object, 
unitedly  or  in  the  form  which  the  court  of  chancery  permits, 
of  a  bill  by  one  or  more  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  others 
having  a  common  interest  This  right  exists  under  various 
circumstances.  It  clearly  exists  when  the  directors  or  agents 
whose  deeds  or  omissions  are  impeached,  do  themselves  con- 
trol the  company,  and  impede  the  assertion  of  a  right  in  its 
own  name. 

I  may  particularly  notice  the  case  of  WaUmm  agt  Ingilbey. 
It  was  against  the  directors  of  an  incorporated  joint  stock  com- 
pany, by  a  holder  of  shares.    The  company  was  for  working 
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mines  in  Fera.  The  advertdsement  was  of  a  capital  of 
$1,000,000,  in  20,000  shares  of  $50  each.  The  defendante 
were  the  original  directors,  and  still  continued  to  be  such. 
The  bill  stated  various  acts  by  which  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany was  abstracted  and  appropriated  to  the  defendant's  use. 
It  also  set  forth,  that  the  plaintiiSP  purchased  at  various  times, 
fix>m  different  persons,  2,000  shares^  and  was  the  holder  there- 
of.  The  bill  was  sustained  in  every  point  raised  against  it,  ex- 
cept for  not  stating  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiiSP  had  ac- 
quired title  to  shares  purchased  fix>m  others.  The  bill  showed 
that  no  transfer  was  valid  without  the  approval  of  the  board. 
This  was  held  to  be  a  condition  precedent,  and  to  be  stated. 
It  was  framed  to  get  back  money  for  the  general  fund. 

But  another  question,  and  dose  to  the  present,  arises,  when 
an  individual  claims  redress  in  his  own  name,  solely  on  his 
own  account,  for  a  fraud  practiced  by  a  trustee  or  director  of 
an  association,  from  which  he  has  suffered  loss ;  when,  al- 
though his  claim  is  founded  precisely  upon  the  same  facts  and 
relations  as  many  others,  yet  as  his  injury  and  loss  is  discon- 
nected and  peculiar,  he  seeks  to  assert  his  right  alone. 

The  old  case  of  CoU  agt.  WdUasUm,  (2  P.  Wms.  154,)  is  an 
example  of  this  character.  The  plaintiff  sought  by  his  bill  to 
be  repaid  two  sums  of  money  advanced  to  the  defendants,  as 
managers  and  projectors  of  a  bubble  called  The  Land  Security 
and  Oil  Patent,  for  the  purpose  of  extracting  oil  from  radishes. 
There  were  two  plaintiffs,  and  they  had  purchased  six  shares 
each.  The  company  was  to  have  a  capital  of  £100,000.  The 
shar^  to  be  5,000  at  £20  each.  Wollaston  bought  an  estate 
for  £81,800,  which  was  under  mortgage  for  £28,000,  and  he 
was  to  be  paid  £57,000  out  of  the  fund.  It  was  represented 
by  the  defendants  to  be  a  most  advantageous  project.  The 
master  of  the  rolls  said :  *^  This  is  an  imposition  to  propose 
the  surplus  of  the  value  of  an  estate,  (which  cost  but  £81,800,) 
after  £85,000  charged  upon  it,  more  than  double  its  value,  as 
a  security  to  the  contributors,  who  laid  out  their  money  upon 
this  project ;  it  is  giving  them  moonshine  instead  of  anything 
real." 
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"  It  is  no  objection  that  the  parties  have  their  remedy  at 
law,  and  may  bring  an  action  for  money  had  and  received ; 
for  in  case  of  fraud,  a  court  of  equity  has  a  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tidn  with  a  court  of  law."  The  decree  was  for  payment  of  the 
money  paj.d,  interest  and  costs. 

In  Oreen  agt.  Barrett^  (2  jSimons  Hep.  45,)  the  plaintiff  was 
a  shareholder,  and  the  defendants  directors  of  a  company 
called  the  Imperial  Distillery  Company.  The  bill  was  to  re- 
cover a  deposit  of  £100,  which  he  had  paid  upon  20  shares 
allotted  to  him.  His  communications  were  with  the  secretary 
and  bankers  of  the  company.  But  a  circular  or  prospectus 
had  been  issued  by  the  directors,  on  which  he  much  relied. 
The  nature  of  the  bill  is  thus  stated  by  the  vice*chanceller : 
''  The  prospectus  of  this  undertaking  was  published,  not  with 
any  intention  to  establish  a  company  on  the  principles  there 
stated,  but  as  a  snare  to  persons  who  might  unwarily  become 
subscribers,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  directors  to 
make  a  profit  by  the  sale  of  shares,  which  they  saw  fit  to  as* 
sume  to  themselves.  It  appears  to  me  the  case  is  governed  by 
that  of  CbU  agt  WoUasUni^  and  upon  that  authority,  I  overrule 
the  demurrer." 

In  Jones  agt.  Oarcia  Dd  Rio^  (1  Ihir.  d  Bus,  297,)  where  the 
biU  proceeded  upon  similar  grounds  of  fraud,  three  persons 
filed  it  as  shareholders,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  others,  to 
have  their  subscriptions  returned.  The  case  came  up  on  an 
injunction,  and  a  motion  to  dissolve  it  after  answer.  The  an- 
swer set  up,  that  many  of  the  shareholders  who  were  in  the 
same  situation  as  the  plainti£&,  were  content  to  abide  by  the 
contracts. 

The  lord  chancellor  said,  that  the  plaintiflfe,  if  they  had  any 
demand  at  all,  had  each  a  demand  at  law,  and  each  a  several 
demand  in  equity ;  that  they  could  not  file  a  bill  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  the  other  holders  of  scrip ;  as  they  were  un- 
able to  do  that,  they  could  not,  having  three  distinct  demands, 
file  one  bill.  In  BJair  agt.  Adair,  (1  Simons,  87,  2  Id.  289,) 
the  bill  was  by  five  persons,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  nu- 
znerous  others,  parties  to  an  indenture,  by  which  a  large  num« 
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ber  of  Bhares  had  been  assigned  to  the  fiye.  It  was  in  trust, 
with  a  power  of  attorney  to  sue,  obvionsly  to  avoid  the  diffi« 
otilty  of  making  all  parties.  The  allegations  were  of  a  deeep* 
tiye  prospectus  caused  to  be  printed  and  published  by  the  di* 
rectors,  and  other  acts  of  firaud  in  misapplying  the  deposit 
money,  &c.  The  bill  also  showed,  that  some  of  the  original 
shareholders  had  transferred  their  shares  to  others,  and  some 
of  the  former  with  the  latter,  united  in  the  assignment  to  the 
plaintifEg.  The  yice-chanoellor  oyerruled  a  demurrer  for  want 
of  equity,  but  sustained  one  on  tenus  for  want  of  parties,  hold- 
ing that  the  assignors  must  be  on  Ihe  record.  The  bill  was 
then  amended,  and  the  assignment  left  out,  and  naming  three 
other  shareholders  as  parties,  stating  that  they  held  some  of 
the  shares  by  original  purchase,  and  some  by  transfers  made 
to  them  by  other  shareholders.  A  general  demurrer  was  taken 
fer  want  of  equity,  and  one  taken  ore  ienua  for  want  of  parties. 

The  vice-chancellor  (Shadwbll)  held,  that  this  was  a  case 
of  fraud,  which  a  court  of  equity  could  relieve  as  well  as  a 
court  of  law,  and  cited  and  approved  of  CbU  agt.  WoUaaUm. 
He  held  that  the  plaintiffii  in  their  capacity  as  original  share- 
holders, could  sustain  the  bill,  but  not  as  purchasers  from  prior 
purchasers.  An  objection  for  want  of  parties  was  overruled, 
the  bill  stating  that  the  plaintifb  did  not  know  the  names  of 
the  other  shareholders.  When  we  consider  the  arguments  of 
counsel,  (Mr.  Sugden,)  it  will  appear,  that  the  objection  was 
on  the  ground,  that  the  case  could  not  proceed  without  the  as- 
signors of  the  scrip  being  brought  in,  and  upon  nothing  else. 

The  case  at  common  law  Gerhard  agt  Baley,  (20  Mig, 
C,  L.  R.  180,)  has  been  much  criticised  by  counsel.  The  sec- 
ond count  in  that  case  was  sustained  by  the  court,  and  when 
analyzed  it  presents  this  case.  That  the  defendants  and  others 
imknown,  had  formed  a  company  for  the  purpose  of  smelting 
and  refining  the  ores  of  certain  mines  in  Spain,  and  divided  it 
into  96,000  shares  of  £1  each,  out  of  which  12,000  shares  were 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  public  at  12s.  6d.  each,  free  from 
further  calls ;  that  such  12,000  shares  were  actually  offered  to 
the  public :  that  the  defendant  was  promoter  and  managing 
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director,  and  being  such,  on  the  day  o^  &o.,  intending  to  de- 
fraud, deceive  and  injure  the  public,  and  to  cause  it  to  be 
publicly  advertised  and  represented,  that  the  company  was 
likely  to  be  a  safe  and  profitable  undertaking,  and  also  to  de- 
ceive the  public  who  might  become  purchasers  of  the  said 
12,000  shares,  and  to  induce  them  to  become  such  purchasers, 
falsely,  fraudulently  and  deceitfully,  procured  and  caused  it  to 
be  publicly  made  known  and  advertised  by  a  certain  prospec- 
tus issued  by  the  defendant  as  such  director,  that  the  promo- 
ters did  not  hesitate  to  guaranty  to  the  bearers  of  the  12,000 
shares  a  minimum  dividend  of  £33  per  cent  payable  half 
yearly,  to  remain  in  force  until  the  12&  6d.  a  share  should  be 
paid.  That  the  defendant  by  means  of  such  false  andfrauiu* 
lent  pretences  and  rqpreseniaiion^  after  the  making  the  same, 
wrongfully  and  fraudulently  induced  the  plaintiff  to  become 
the  purchaser  and  bearer  of  2,500  of  the  said  12,000  shares^ 
and  that  he  paid  12s.  6d.  for  each  share ;  that  in  truth,  the 
statement  was  fidse. 

Lord  Campbell  said,  "  that  had  the  declaration  been,  that 
the  defendant  delivered  the  prospectus  to  the  plaintiff  contain- 
ing the  &lse  representation,  there  could  be  no  question  in  the 
case.  If  the  plaintiff  had  only  averred  further,  that  having 
seen  the  prospectus  he  was  induced  to  purchase  the  shares,  ob- 
jection might  be  made  that  a  connection  did  not  sufficiently 
appear  between  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  act  of  the  de- 
fendant ;  but  the  count  goes  on  to  aver  that  the  defendant  by 
means  of  the  said  iSdse  and  fraudulent  representations,  wron^ 
frdly  and  fraudulently  induced  the  plaintiff  to  become  the 
purchaser  and  bearer,"  &c.  Judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff  on  this  count 

I  may  observe  that  the  inducement  to  purchase  was  a  fidse 
representation  of  the  defendant  By  means  of  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  deceived,  and  that  &lse  representation  was  contained 
in  a  prospectus  issued  by  the  defendant;  but  as  his  lordship 
impliedly  admits,  not  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant 
It  appears  to  me,  this  means  simply  that  the  fact  of  a  prospec- 
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tus  issued  bj  the  defendant,  indncing  the  plaintiff  to  purchasey 
and  being  Mse  and  fraudulent,  was  enough. 

In  the  course  of  the  ailment,  Justice  Colebidge  said : 
"  It  is  a  continuing  representation  to  the  public,  and  amounts 
to  a  representation  to  whomsoever  shall  hold  shares."  {See 
also  The  National  Exchange  Co.  agt  Drew^  inthe  Houeeo/Lorcbf 
82  JBng,  L.  &  Eq.  Rep.  p.  10.) 

The  proposition  of  the  defendants'  counsel,  that  the  action 
can  only  exist,  if  at  all,  in  f&vor  of  one  to  whom  the  fiilse  and 
fraudulent  statement  has  been  directly  made,  and  his  reason- 
ing to  support  it  is  similar  to  that  of  Justice  Selben,  in  The 
Farmers  <t  Mechanics^  Bank  agt.  ITie  Bitichers  Jk  Drovers'  Bank^ 
{court  of  appeals^  December ^  1857.)  H^  cites  the  cases  of  Orani 
agt  Norway^  (1  Com.  Bench  B.  328 ;)  Cohmxm  agt.  Riches^  (29 
Eng.  L.  <t  JSq.  R.  828,)  and  The  Mechanics'  Bank  agt  The  N. 
T.  Jk  K  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  (8  Keman  Rep.  599.)  He  says :  "  They 
are  plainly  distinguishable  from  the  case  before  the  court  Jn, 
neither  of  these  cases  was  the  document  upon  which  the  ques* 
tion  arose  negotiable.  It  was  sought  there  to  make  the  prin- 
cipal responsible  for  a  &lse  representation  of  the  agent ;  not 
(responsible)  to  the  person  to  whom  the  representation  was 
made,  but  to  one  with  whom  the  agent  had  no  dealings,  and 
to  whom  he  had  made  no  representation." 

But  a  great  distinction  exists  between  the  present  case  and 
that  of  The  New  Haven  R.  R.  Co.,  or  that  of  The  Farmers  d 
Mechanics^  Bank,  connected  with  this  question  of  a  transferred 
responsibility.  In  each  of  these  cases  the  directors  of  the  com- 
panics  were  wholly  innocent,  they  were  themselves  the  vic- 
tims of  a  misplaced  confidence.  But  here  the  instrument  set 
forth  by  the  directors  was  framed  by  themselves ;  if  it  was  fiEdse, 
the  falsehood  was  their  own,  and  the  imposition  it  produces 
must  be  treated  as  the  result  of  their  own  deceptive  practices. 
Orant  agt.  Norway,  commented  upon  by  the  learned  justice,  is 
fully  stated  by  Justice  Boswobth  and  Justice  Comstoce,  in 
The  New-Haven  R.  R.  case.  There  the  immediate  holder  of 
a  bill  of  lading,  had  no  right  of  action,  the  goods  not  being  put 
on  board  the  vessel.    The  master  as  agent  of  the  ownersi  had 
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BOt  conferred  any  right  of  action  upon  the' party  to  whom  lie 
gave  the  fidse  bill  of  lading.  So  in  Oolman  agt.  Riches^  (29 
Eng.  L.  Ss  Eq.  Bep,  828,)  the  false  receipt  was  given  by  Bond, 
the  agent  of  the  defendant,  to  Lewis,  and  Lewis  obtained  money 
on  it  fix>m  the  plaintiff.  Jt  was  a  receipt  given  by  the  keeper 
of  the  defendant's  wharf,  when  the  goods  had  not  been  re- 
ceived, and  the  plaintiff  was  defeated. 

It  is  true  Williams,  Justice,  said :  "  Suppose  Riches  him- 
0di^  had  given  the  fraudulent  receipt,  would  that  have  consti- 
tuted a  representation  by  Riches  to  Colman?"  This  seems 
to  me  the  nearest  approach  to  the  proposition  that  the  fidse 
representation  of  the  principal  himself  to  one  party  who  could 
support  an  action,  is  unavailing  in  favor  of  another,  to  whom 
that  party  has  transferred  fully  the  subject  matter  of  the  ac- 
tion, in  respect  to  which  the  representation  was  made.  But  as 
I  understand  the  opinion  of  the  court,  liiis  suggestion  is  con- 
tradicted. •  The  court  say :  "  There  was  no  evidence  frwu 
which  it  could  be  inferred  as  between  Colman  and  Riches, 
(plaintiff  and  defendant,)  that  Riches  agreed  to  give  the  ven- 
dee of  corn,  vouchers  of  the  delivery,  on  which  the  vendee 
should  act.  Had  there  been  such  an  agreement,  it  would  have 
made  the  case  very  diflferent,  because  Riches  then  would  have 
undertaken  to  deliver  vouchers  to  Colman,  and  to  employ 
proper  persons  to  give  such  vouchers  to  him.  But  there  is  no 
evidence  of  anything  of  the  kind." 

At  any  rate,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  when  a 
party  projects  and  publicly  promulgates  the  scheme  of  a  joint 
stock  company ;  when  he  causes  the  usual  books  to  be  opened, 
and  allows  or  causes  the  inscription  of  a  person  as  an  owner 
of  an  interest  to  a  definite  amount  and  value  therein,  which  is 
&Ise  within  his  own  knowledge :  when  he  embodies  such  false 
statements  in  a  certificate  of  this  right  directiy  issued,  and  of 
the  same  effect  as  if  signed  by  himself;  when  he  accompanies 
that  certificate  by  a  written  power,  authorizing  a  transfer  at 
large  by  the  party  to  whom  he  has  given  the  certificate ;  when 
that  representation  induces  an  innocent  person  to  advance  his 
money,  the  defendtot's  own  individual  act  has  created  the  priv- 
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kjr  of  contract  which  the  cases  referred  to  appear  to  d^nand, 
and  he  must  be  held  responsible  to  any  one  who  has  been  de- 
ceiyed. 

The  representation  was  publicly  addressed  by  the  defend* 
ants  to  aU ;  was  intended  to  influence  all  who  should  become 
apprised  of  it ;  did  exercise  an  influence  upon  the  plaintiff,  one 
of  the  mass  addressed ;  that  influence  has  resulted  in  his  dam- 
age, and  the  &ct  embodied  in  the  representation  must  be 
treated  for  the  present  as  untrue,  and  as  meant  to  deceive. 

We  all  agree  that  the  order  should  be  affirmed  with  cosf& 
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AlJLT. 

On  a  motion  to  difldiai^  an  order  of  aiXa^hitMinX  issaed  tmder  the  Code,  the  de- 
feodont  may  read  coumkr  affidavits  in  support  of  hia  motion. 

Under  the  Code,  an  attachment  la  not  prooeBB  for  the  oommonoement  of  an  ac- 
tion ;  it  is  an  order  in  the  action,  fi)r  the  arrest  of  the  debtor's  property,  in  the 
nature  of  bail  for  the  payment  of  such  judgment  as  the  plaintiff  may  obtain ; 
it  may  issue  in  a  proper  case,  at  the  time  of  oonunencing  the  action,  or  at  any 
time  afterwards.  In  these  respects,  it  is  entirely  unlike  the  attachment  pro- 
Tided  by  the  Bevised  Statutes,  that  being  the  conmienoement  of  a  proceeding 
instituted  and  conducted  out  of  court,  before  an  officer  who  derives  his  power 
in  the  matter  from  the  statutes. 

fhe  Oode,  where  in  its  proTtsional  remedies,  it  uses  the  term  residencef  or  rsM- 
dent^  means  legal  residence.  And  legal  residence  means  the  place  of  a  man's 
ftaeed  habiiaUany  where  his  poUiical  rights  are  to  bo  exercised,  and  where  he  is 
liable  to  taxation.  The  idea  that  the  word  "  resident,"  when  used  in  the  stat- 
ute, means  domioil,  or  home,  or  habitation  in  one  place,  and  the  reverse  in 
another,  is  absurd.  That  a  man  may  hare  a  residence  in  one  state  to  yoiei 
and  in  another  to  exempt  him  from  attachment,  seems  preposterous' 

At  Chambers  Ogdensburghj  Januaryj  1858* 
MonoN  to  disdiarge  order  of  attachment 
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James,  Justice.  It  is  conceded  that  the  fiicts  set  forth  in 
plaintiff's  affidavit  are  sufficient  to  warrant  the  issuing  of  the 
order  of  attachment ;  it  showed  the  indebtedness  of  the  de* 
fendant  upon  contract,  the  amount  due,  and  stated  that  he 
was  not  a  resident  of  the  state,  but  resided  in  Kingston, 
Canada  West 

The  defendant  now  moves,  before  the  officer  who  granted 
the  order,  to  vacate  the  same,  and  offers  to  read  counter  affi- 
davits in  support  of  his  motion.  The  plaintiff  objects  to  such 
affidavits  being  received. 

Previous  to  the  last  amendment  of  the  Code,  there  was 
considerable  conflict  of  opinion  and  authority  on  this  point 
It  was  held,  in  Conklin  agt  IhUcher,  (5  How,  Pr.  Bep,  S86,) 
that  such  affidavits  could  not  be  received ;  and  that  case  was 
followed  by  White  agt.  Fealhersimhaugh^  (7  How.  Pr,  Bep. 
857 ;)  BanJk  of  Lansingburgh  agt  McKiey  (7  id,  560 ;)  Nilea 
agt.  Vanderzee^  (14  id.  547  ;)  while  the  converse  was  held  in 
KiUian  agt  Washington,  (2  Oode  Hep,  78 ;)  Morgan  agt  Avery^ 
(7  Bar.  656 ;)  New  -  York  and  Erie  Bank  agt.  Oodd,  (11  How. 
Pr.  Bep.  221 ;)  Fairer  agt.  Walter,  (18  id.  848 ;)  and  other  cases. 

The  last  legislature,  in  its  amendment  of  section  241  of  the 
Code,  enacted  that  the  defendant  might,  in  all  cases,  n^ove  to 
discharge  an  attachment,  as  in  other  cases  of  provisional 
remedies.  The  provisional  remedies  given  by  the  Code,  title 
7,  are,  arrest  and  bail ;  claim  and  delivery  of  personal  prop- 
erty, injunction  and  attachment  In  cases  of  arrest  and  bail, 
and  injunction,  the  defendant  may  move  to  vacate  the  order  on 
the  original  papers,  or  upon  counter  affidavits  of  the  moving 
party,  {Code,  §§  204, 205, 225  ;)  and  the  amendment  to  section 
241,  was  no  doubt  intended,  and  did  confer  upon  defendants, 
in  attachment  cases,  the  right  to  use  affidavits  to  show  the  im- 
providence of  the  order  on  a  motion  for  its  discharge. 

I  shall  therefore  hold,  that  the  affidavits  offered  in  behalf 
of  the  defendant  are  properly  receivable  on  tins  motion. 

The  next  question  is,  was  the  defendant  a  resident  or  not, 
within  the  state  of  New-York,  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  at- 
tachment ? 
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Under  the  Code,  an  attaclunent  is  not  a  process  for  the 
oommencement  of  an  action ;  it  is  an  order  in  the  action,  for 
the  arrest  of  the  debtor's  property,  in  the  nature  of  bail  for 
the  payment  of  such  judgment  as  the  plaintiff  may  obtain ; 
it  may  issue,  in  a  proper  case,  at  the  time  of  commencing  the 
action,  or  at  any  time  afterward^.  In  these  respects,  it  is  en* 
tirely  unlike  the  attachment  provided  by  the  Revised  Statutes, 
ihat  being  the  commencement  of  a  proceeding,  instituted  and 
conducted  out  of  court,  before  an  officer  who  derived  his 
power  in  the  matter  from  the  statutes. 

The  main  facts  in  the  case  are  these :  The  defendant,  a 
foreigner,  having  a  fiunily,  residing  in  Portsmouth,  in  Cana- 
da^ and  there  owning  a  ship  yard,  comes  to  Ogdensburgh 
and  leases  a  marine  railway,  on  the  10th  of  July,  1856 ;  in 
that  lease  he  covenants  not  to  carry  on  ship  building  at  any 
other  place  than  the  yard  leased,  after  the  expiration  of  six 
months ;  he  enters,  immediately,  into  the  possesion  of  the 
yard,  and  continues  to  carry  on  business  there,  until  the  issu* 
ing  of  this  attachment  on  the  first  day  of  December,  1857. 
During  this  period  of  seventeen  months,  the  defendant  was 
most  of  the  time  at  Ogdensburgh,  his  family  remained  at 
Portsmouth,  keeping  house.  The  defendant,  notwithstanding 
his  covenant  in  his  lease,  continued  work  in  his  ship  yard  at 
Portsmouth,  until  some  time  in  the  month  of  September,  1857. 
In  the  meantime,  he  became  largely  indebted  at  Ogdensburgh. 
About  the  time  of  taking  his  lease,  he  mortgaged  to  his  lessors 
the  timber,  spike,  oakum,  iron,^blacksmith's  and  shipwright's 
tools,  shop  furniture,  &c.,  as  security  for  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain notes  to  the  amount  of  $4,840.88.  In  April,  1857,  he 
assigned  his  interest  in  his  lease,  and  all  his  property  as  secu- 
rity for  indorsements  made  and  to  be  made.  His  whole  in- 
debtedness at  Ogdensburgh  appears  to  be  about  $22,000,  and 
his  assets  about  $5,000.  He  frequently  represented  himself 
as  a  non-resident,  and  stat^  that  his  property  was  liable  to 
attachment ;  that  by  the  terms  of  his  lease,  he  was  only  to  pay 
so  much  on  the  tonnage  of  each  vessel  drawn  out  and  re- 
paired, as  rent 
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Upon  these  £stcts,  the  defendant  insists  that  he  is  a  resident 
of  the  state  of  New-York,  within  the  meaning  of  the  attach- 
ment law,  and  that  his  property  is  not  subject  to  arrest  by 
order  of  the  court 

To  sustain  this  position,  his  counsel  ci^  Haggart  agt.  Mor- 
garij  (4  Sand.  198 ;)  same  case,  (1  Sel.  422 ;)  In  the  matter  of 
Thompson,  (1  Wen.  45 ;)  Tbwner  agt.  Ohurch,  (2  AN)ott,  299 ;) 
BartleU  agt.  The  Oiiy  of  New  -York,  (5  Sand.  44.) 

The  case  of  Haggart  agt  Morgan  was  an  action  on  a  bond 
given  to  release  certain  property  seized  by  virtue  of  an  attach- 
ment issued  under  the  Bevised  Statutes.  On  the  trial,  the 
sureties  offered  to  show  that  the  defendant  in  the  attachment 
was  a  resident  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  same,  by  proving 
that  his  house  was  in  the  city  of  New- York ;  that  he  was 
housekeeping  there  at  that  time,  and  had  been  for  many  years, 
that  his  absence  at  New  Orleans  was  temporary,  being  neces- 
sarily detained  there  by  a  lawsuit ;  that  he  had  been  so  de- 
tained during  his  whole  absence  of  three  years.  The  court 
refosed  the  offer ;  1st  Because  the  offer  showed  the  defendant 
to  be  a  non-resident  within  the  spirit  of  the  act ;  and  2d.  That 
giving  the  bond  to  discharge  the  attachment  prevented  him 
firom  showing  such  fact  At  general  term,  the  court  held,  1st 
That  the  defendant  was  estopped  from  contesting  that  fact  of 
non-residence  in  a  suit  on  the  bond.  This  disposed  of  the 
case — but  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion,  went  on  fur- 
ther to  say :  "  It  was  well  observed  by  the  judge  on  the  trial, 
that  the  facts  offered  to  be  proved,  showed  defendant  a  non* 
resident  dd>tor  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  He  had 
left  the  state  without  paying  this  demand,  and  had  remained 
abroad  for  three  years.  During  all  this  time  the  plaintilb 
had  been  deprived  of  their  just  dues;  and  it  would  be  strange 
indeed,  if  they  could  not,  after  such  a  prolonged  absence,  make 
their  debtor's  property  to  respond  for  this  debt,  because  he  had 
all  this  time  the  purpose  of  returning  to  the  state  when  it  might 
suit  his  convenience.  It  will  be  observed,  that  this  part  of  the 
opinion  was  wholly  ofrtYer  — and  further,  that  it  was  not  claimed 
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or  offered  to  be  proven,  that  defendant  had  a  family,  but  only 
that  he  kept  house,  within  the  state. 

When  this  case  came  before  the  court  of  appeals,  the  judg- 
ment  below  was  affirmed,  and  the  ruling  of  the  judge  at  circuit 
approved— both  as  to  the  estoppel  and  non-residence.  On  the 
latter  point,  the  court  said :  "  The  ruling  of  the  judge  was  pro- 
bably correct  for  the  reasons  assigned  by  him.  In  the  maUer 
of  Thompson,  (1  Wend,  45,)  the  distinction  was  taken  between 
the  residence  of  the  debtor  and  his  domicil.  It  was  there  held 
that  his  residence  might  be  abroad,  within  the  spirit  of  the 
statute,  which  was  intended  to  give  a  remedy  to  creditors  whoso 
debtors  cotM  not  he  served  tvith  process,  while  the  domicil  con- 
tinued in  this  state.  In  Frost  agt.  Brisbin,  (19  Wend.  14,)  it 
was  said  in  a  case  like  the  present,  that  actual  residence  with- 
out  regard  to  the  domicil  of  the  defendant,  was  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  statute.  The  defendant  was,  therefore,  a 
non-resident,  within  these  decisions,  although  domiciled  in  New^ 
York." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  court  of  appeals  asserts  no  opinion 
of  its  own ;  it  merely  declares  the  defendant  a  non-resident 
within  the  decision  of  the  cases  cited.  The  substance  of  the 
fects  in  one  case  is  set  out ;  the  other  case,  Frost  agt.  Brisbin, 
was  this:  "  The  defendant,  a  citizen  and  resident  of  this  state, 
took  a  large  stock  of  goods  to  Wisconsin,  leaving  his  wife  and 
child  at  board  in  this  state,  stating  that  he  intended  to  make 
Milwaukee  his  future  residence.  He  remained  at  Milwaukee 
ten  months  in  business,  then  returned  to  this  state  on  a  visit, 
and  after  staying  two  months,  was  arrested  and  held  to  bail. 
After  his  arrest,  he  returned  to  Milwaukee  and  continued  his 
business.  Befere  his  visit,  he  was  appointed  a  commissioner, 
by  the  legislature  of  Wisconsin,  to  distribute  the  stock  of  a 
bank,  and  a  director  of  the  same.  On  a  motion  to  discharge 
the  order  of  arrest,  the  court,  after  reviewing  and  citing  the 
various  cases,  and  particularly  that  of  Thompson,  in  1  Wmd. 
45,  say,  "  The  cases  cited,  establish  that  the  transient  visits  of 
a  person^  for  a  time,  at  a  place,  do  not  make  him  a  resident 
while  there.     TJiere  must  be  a  settled  fixed  abode,  an  intention  to 
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remain  permanently^  at  least  for  a  time^r  Jmsirvess^  or  other  pur- 
poses, to  constitute  a  residence,  within  the  legal  meaning  of 
that  term.  One  of  the  cases  expressly,  and  all  of  them  virtu- 
ally decide,  that  actual  residence,  without  regard  to  the  domi- 
cil  of  the  defendant,  was  within  the  contemplation  of  the  stat- 
ute. The  domicil  of  a  defendant  may  be  in  one  state  or  terri- 
tory, and  his  residence  in  another." 

It  will,  therefore,  be  observed  that  the  first  case,  which  is 
made  to  uphold  Haggart  agt.  Morgan^  was  held  to  be  within 
the  spirit  of  the  statute,  (both  being  commenced  under  the 
Revised  Statutes),  because  such  statute  was  intended  to  give  a 
remedy  to  creditors  whose  debtors  being  absent,  could  not  be 
served  with  process,  though  their  domicil  continued  in  this 
state ;  and  in  the  second  case,  the  defendant  had  no  domicil — 
his  wife  and  child  were  mere  boarders  in  this  state,  his  place 
of  business  being  clearly  ests^blished  in  Milwaukee,  and  he 
claiming  not  that  he  had  not  a  residence  in  Wisconsin,  but 
that  his  two  months'  stay  here  on  a  visit  to  his  wife  exempted 
him  from  arrest,  under  the  non-imprisonment  act  of  1831. 

The  reasoning  to  sustain  the  foregoing  decisions  has  no  ap- 
plication to  this  case.  This  action  being  commenced  under 
the  Code — ^the  attachment  is  not  an  original  process ;  the  Code 
has  provided  another  means  for  commencing  actions  against 
absent  and  non-resident  debtors ;  and  although  the  defendant 
in  the  first  case,  may  have  been  a  non-resident  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  for  the  reason  assigned — ^he  was 
in  fact  a  resident  outside  that  statute.  It  is  also  to  be  observed 
that  that  decision  was  in  furtherance  o^  and  not  to  defeat,  the 
ends  of  justice.  So  of  Frost  agt.  Brisbin,  it  was  in  furtherance 
of  justice,  and  was  based  upon  fects  entirely  dissimilar  to  the 
case  under  consideration ;  it  was  but  giving  construction  to  a 
statute ;  in  truth,  it  only  decided  what  was  the  intention  of 
the  statute  in  exempting  persons  fix)m  arrest. 

The  case  in  the  court  of  appeals  being  based  entirely  upon 
ihese  two  cases,  so  fiu*  as  anything  is  said  about  residence,  with- 
out expressing  any  opinion  of  its  own,  and  the  decision  of  Buoh 
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point  not  being  essential  to  the  case,  I  cannot  regard  it  a  bind- 
ing  authority. 

The  case  of  BarUett  agt.  New -York  City^  (5  Sand.  44,)  was 
2Xi  application  for  an  injunction  to  stay  the  collection  of  a  tax 
assessed  against  the  plaintiff  as  a  resident  of  the  city  of  New- 
York.  The  fiwjts  showed,  that  prior  to  May,  1849,  defendant 
resided  and  kept  house  in  New- York ;  he  then  broke  up  house- 
keeping and  removed  his  &mily  to  Westchester  county ;  he 
remained  there  until  December,  when  he  took  rooms  with  his 
family  in  New- York,  where  he  remained  until  April,  1850 ; 
he  then  returned  to  Westchester  county,  and  remained  until 
December,  1860,  when  he  again  took  rooms  in  New-York ; 
during  all  this  time  his  only  place  of  business  was  in  New- 
York.  The  general  act  for  the  assessment  of  taxes^  req^uires 
every  person  to  be  assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  where  he  re- 
sides when  the  assessment  is  made ;  and  by  the  laws  of  1860j 
when  a  person  shall  reside  during  any  year  in  two  or  more 
counties  or  towns,  his  residence  for  the  purposes,  and  within 
the  meaning  of  the  section  above,  shall  be  deemed  and  held  to 
be  in  the  county  and  town  in  which  his  principal  business  shall 
have  been  transacted.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  plaintiff's 
liability  was  clear.  The  court,  however,  saw  fit  to  examine 
all  the  cases  above  cited,  and  adopted  the  definition  there  given 
to  the  term  ''residence;"  a  conclusion  not  quite  necessary  to 
the  decision  of  the  case. 

The  next  case  is  that  of  Towner  agt  Churchy  (2  AbboU  Pr^ 
Sep.  299.)  This  case  was  decided  at  a  general  term  of  the 
first  judicial  district,  in  1855.  When  the  attachment  was  is- 
sued, whether  under  the  Bevised  Statutes  or  the  Code,  does 
not  appear.  The  fiwjts  were  these :  The  defendant  had  resided 
with  his  family  in  New- York  city,  and  done  business  there  for 
a  number  of  years,  when  he  and  his  family  removed  to  Con- 
necticut, and  called  that  their  residence ;  but  he  kept  rooms  in 
the  city  where  he  boarded  and  lodged  all  the  week,  attending 
to  business,  (except  that  Sundays  he  spent  in  Connecticut.) 
One  judge  held  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  non-resident  g£ 
the  state^  in  the  sense  of  our  attachment  laws ;  and  another 
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judge  held  that  wheneVfer  a  person  carried  on  a  regular  anc( 
systemized  business  in  New- York,  in  which  he  has  invested  his 
working  capital,  and  in  such  business  spends  his  time  during 
the  regular  business  hours  of  the  day,  having  not  ouly  his 
stock  in  trade  invested  there,  but  keeping  hi£i  bank  account 
there,  and  if  all  his  ordinary  transactions  take  place  there,  such 
person  fails  to  come  within  the  fair  intent  ai^d  meaning  of  our 
attachment  laws,  although  his  family  may  be  actually  residing 
in  New-Jersey.  That  process  in  such  case,  either  against  the 
person  or  property,  is  as  easily  served,  as  againist  one  whose 
&mily  resides  in  the  state. 

This  is  a  strong  case,  and  more  nearly  in  point  than  any 
other  cited ;  and  if  the  facts  in  the  case  under  consideration 
came  within  the  rule  above  stated,  I  should  feel  bound  by  that 
decision,  although  I  am  unable  to  reconcile  my  judgment  with 
its  broad  conclusions.  That  a  man  may  have  a  residence  in 
one  state  to  vote,  and  in  another  to  exempt  him  from  attach- 
ment, seems  preposterous.  The  idea  that  the  word  "  resident^" 
when  used  in  the  statute,  means  domicH,  or  home,  or  habita- 
tion, in  one  place,  and  the  reverse  in  another,  is  absurd.  Be* 
sides,  if  in  Towner  agt.  Church,  it  was  an  attachment  under  the 
Code,  the  distinction  between  such  an  attachment  and  one  un- 
der the  Revised  Statutes  does  not  seem  to  have  been  noticed. 
There  is  much  more  propriety  in  requiring  a  debtor,  whose 
domicil  is  without  the  state,  to  give  security  for  the  debt,  than 
one  whose  domicil  is  within.  Such  a  debtor,  pending  litiga- 
tion, might  sell  his  property,  and  remain  at  home,  in  which 
event  he  could  not  be  reached  by  any  of  the  provisional  rem- 
edies or  supplementary  proceedings  provided  by  our  laws. 

But  the  facts  of  the  latter  case  were  entirely  different  from 
the  facts  in  this.  In  that,  the  defendant  had  a  fixed  business 
and  permanent  residence  here  before  he  removed  to  Connecti- 
cut. The  business  remained,  and  was  not  broken  up,  and  he 
himself  continued  with  his  business  six  days  in  the  week; 
while  in  this  case,  the  defendant  never  had  a  residence  here — 
his  house,  domicil,  family  and  original  business,  were  in  a  for- 
eign country,  and  continued  there.    His  business  here  was  not 


NBW-YORE  PRAOnCB  RBPOBTa  $5 

HoQghtcui,  and  four  other  cases  agi  AuH. 

of  Ihat  permanent  nature  required  in  Towner  agt  Church;  it 
was  a  lease,  it  is  true,  for  ten  years,  but  there  was  no  oovenant 
to  cairy  on  the  business  that  length  of  time ;  and  he  only  had 
to  pay,  as  rent,  tonnage  on  vessels  actually  drawn  out  for  re- 
pairs. 

Under  our  former  statutes,  respecting  attachments,  where 
there  was  no  other  way  of  reaching  the  property  of  a  debtor, 
whose  domicil  was  in  this  state,  but  who  remained  abroad,  a 
oonstruction,  that  he  was  a  non-resident,  might  be  justified  by 
the  necessity  of  the  case,  and  in  furtherance  of  justice ;  but  as 
the  necessity  no  longer  exists,  that  rule  should  be  no  longer 
followed. 

But  there  are  other  decisions  and  definitions,  on  this  point, 
than  those  above  cited.  Burrdl^  in  his  Law  Dictionary,  de- 
fines resident,  as  one  who  has  a  seat  or  settlement  in  a  place ; 
one  who  dwells,  abides  or  lives  in  a  place.  JBouvier,  as  a  per- 
son coming  into  a  place,  with  intention  to  establish  his  domicil 
or  permanent  residence,  and  who  in  consequence  actually  re- 
mains there.  Webster,  a  dwelling  or  having  an  abode  in  a 
partieolar  place,  for  some  time.  In  the  matter  of  Fitzgerald, 
(2  Oaines,  817,)  it  was  held,  that  a  person  who  came  into  the 
state,  on  a  commerdal  adventure,  without  any  intent  of  set- 
tling here,  was  not  a  resident  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  for 
relief  against  absconding  debtors.  In  the  matter  of  Wrigley, 
(4  W4nd.  602,  and  8  Wend.  184,)  Chief  Justice  Savage,  iti 
speaking  of  the  case  of  Fitzgerald,  said,  it  was  held,  that  a  resi- 
dent within  the  state,  was  one  who  had  a  residence  of  a  per- 
manent and  fixed  character.  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  1  Met- 
calf,  246,  says,  "the  question  of  residence,  inhabitance  or 
domicil,  although  not  in  all  respects  precisely  the  same,  they 
are  nearly  so,  and  depend  much  on  the  same  evidence."  In 
Crawford  agt  Wilson,  (4  Bar.  605,)  the  general  term  of  this 
district,  held  that  "  the  terms  legal  residence,  inhabitance  and 
domieil,  mean  the  same  thing ;  that  by  legal  residence,  they 
meant  the  place  of  a  man's  fixed  habitation,  where  his  political 
rights  are  to  be  exercised,  and  where  he  is  liable  to  taxation." 

7he  case  of  Zee  agt.  Stanley,  (9  ffow.  Ft.  Bep.  272,)  was  a 
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much  stronger  case  for  the  defendant  as  Bhown  by  his  own 
affidavit,  than  the  present,  and  yet,  the  motion  to  discharge 
the  attachment  was  denied.  In  that  case,  the  defendant  had 
actually  resided,  and  carried  on  mercantile  business  in  Frank- 
lin  county,  in  this  state,  for  about  two  years,  with  the  honest 
intention  of  making  such  place  his  permanent  residence ;  but 
he  had  a  family,  and  had  kept  house  and  entertained  his 
friends  in  New-Hampshire,  during  his  whole  stay  in  this 
state.  The  court  held,  that  his  legal  residence  was  in  the 
state  of  New-Hampshire. 

In  my  judgment,  the  Code,  where  in  its  provisional  reme- 
dies, it  uses  the  term  residence  or  resident^  means  kgal  residence. 
"Within  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Crawford  agt.  Wilson^  as 
applied  to  the  facts  in  this  case,  the  defendant  was  not  a  legal 
resident  of  the  state,  at  the  time  the  attachment  issued. 

At  that  time,  he  had  a  fixed  habitation  and  abode  in  Cana- 
da, where  his  family  resided  and  kept  house,  and  where  he 
and  they  had  resided  and  kept  house,  long  before  he  came  to 
Ogdensburgh,  and  where  he  had' and  did  entertain  hisfidends. 
He  had  never  changed  that  habitation.  If  he  ever  had  the 
intention  of  changing  his  abode,  and  removing  his  family  to 
Ogdensburgh,  of  which  there  is  great  doubt,  judging  from 
the  whole  case,  it  had  been  abandoned  some  months  before  the 
attachment  issued.  He  continued  to  own  a  marine  railway, 
in  Canada,  and  to  carry  on  business  there  tis  late  as  last  Sep- 
tember ;  his  letting  of  said  railway,  at  that  time,  looked  as 
though  not  made  in  good  faith.  He  had  other  property,  to  a 
considerable  amount  in  Canada,  if  credit  can  be  givQu  to  his 
statements,  and  thus  his  property,  his  home  and  hisfemily,  were 
in  Canada.  Against  this,  is  the  fact,  that  he  had  done  busi- 
ness at  Ogdensburgh,  for  the  past  seventeen  months,  giving  it 
his  individual  presence  and  attention ;  but  the  railway,  where 
his  business  was  conducted,  was  occupied  under  a  lease  for  ten 
years ;  he  was  not,  by  said  lease,  compelled  to  carry  on  the 
business,  nor  to  pay  rent  unless  he  did,  as  he  only  paid  on  the 
tonnage  of  vessels  actually  drawn  out. 

He  had  mortgaged  all  his  property  here,  at  about  the  time 
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of  his  lease,  and  last  April  assigned  his  interest  in  the  lease  it- 
self together  with  all  his  property  here,  as  collateral  security 
for  an  amount  which  here  he  had  no  means  of  paying.  His 
business  mighty  therefore,  be  abandoned  at  any  moment  He 
had  received  large  sums  of  money  for  work,  and  left  unpaid 
his  tradesman  bills,  mechanics'  and  laborers'  wages,  and  suf- 
fered his  notes  to  go  to  protest,  thus  showing  that  his  mon^y 
was  secreted  or  had  been  expended  on  his  property  in  Canada* 
In  his  conversations,  he  spoke  of  himself  as  a  non-resident,  and 
his  property  as  liable  to  attachment 

Under  such  a  state  of  &cts,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying, 
that  the  defendant's  legal  residence  was  in  Canada.  Neither 
have  I  any  doubt^  that  within  the  fSsdr  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  attachment  law,  under  the  Code,  the  defendant  was  a  non- 
resident of  the  state,  whether  such  residence  be  termed  legal 
or  actuaL 

The  motion  for  a  discharge  of  the  attachment  must  be  de- 
nied, with  $7  costs. 

NoT& — ^An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general  term  of  the  4th  district  And  at 
tts  aeasioii,  on  the  flrat  Toeedaj  of  May,  1858,  the  order  was  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Edgar  W.  Vobis  agt  D.  A.  McCredy  and  P.  J.  Armour. 

Thin  case  presents  a  scene  of  ikncy  stock  operations  between  a  note  broker  doing 
business  in  the  dty,  bnt  residing  in  the  country,  and  his  family  physician  and 
neighbor,  also  residing  in  the  country.  The  transactions  seem  aiso  to  haye 
taken  place  in  iiill  yiew,  and  under  the  very  brow  of  "  Gk>ld  HilL" 

The  pUuntifl^  as  he  alleged,  (after  some  luminous  amplifications  by  defendant 
McCredy,)  was  determined  "  to  see  what  there  was  in  Gold  Hill,*'  and  requested 
the  defendant  McCredy  to  purchase  for  him  500  shares  of  stock  in  "  Gold  HQl 
Mining  Company,"  at  $3  per  share,  and  upon  «which  be  advanced  $126  to 
MeCtedy,  and  gave  his  note  for  the  balance ;  that  abouit  five  months  afterwards 
he  was  presented  with  an  account  flt>m  McCredy  as  follows :  "  To  cash  paid  for 
Gold  Hill  stock,  September  1, 1854^  $1,500.    Interest  to  January  24, 145  dayg^ 
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at  7  per  cent.,  $42.29 ;"  and  alleged  that  there  was  no  cash  paid,  and  no  foeh 
porchase  made,  and  demanded  that  hia  advanoe  money  and  note  be  reminded 
to  him. 

The  defendants,  it  appeared,  proved  that  a  few  days  after  the  plamtiff  made  such 
request  to  purchase,  the  defendant  KcOedj  parchased  600  shares  of  such  stock 
in  his  own  naane,  and  for  $2.62  1-2,  instead  of  $3  per  share,  and  not  for  cash, 
but  on  time,  deliverable  in  "sixty  days,  seller's  option,*'  and  not  in  fact  deliv- 
ered  and  paid  for,  till  the  30th  October,  1854,  the  last  day  of  the  option. 

EJeidi  that  the  defendant  McCredy  under  such  proof)  could  not  charge  the  plaintiff 
with  the  price  of  those  600  shares,  as  an  investment  made  on  the  plamtifT's  ao- 
count    Judgment  to  refund  the  money  and  surrender  the  note. 

New'Tork  Special  Term,  1856. 

This  bill  is  filed  to  get  rid  of  the  consequences  of  an  unfoi> 
tunate  speculation  in  Gold  Hill  stock,  on  the  alleged  ground 
of  fraud  and  misrepresentation. 

fioosEVELT,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  says,  that  he  is  a  practi* 
cing  physician  in  the  town  of  New  Eochelle,  and  from  that 
circumstance  it  is  presumed,  would  have  the  court  to  infer, 
although  he  does  not  aver  it  in  express  terms,  that  he  is  not 
versed  in  the  ways  of  the  stock  exchange.  Whereas,  the  de- 
fendants, he  says,  although  one  of  them,  McCredy,  has  his  resi- 
dence in  the  country,  are  city  note  brokers  doing  busuiess  in 
Wall  street.  The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  If  cCredy,  it  is 
also  alleged,  were  in  habits  of  social  intimacy ;  the  former  be- 
ing not  only  the  neighbor  but  the  &XQily  physician  of  the  lat* 
ter,  and  as  such  making  frequent  visits,  both  friendly  and 
professional  to  his  house  in  the  country.  On  one  of  which 
occasions,  in  a  summer  evening  in  the  month  of  August,  1854, 
the  conversation,  it  appears,  turned  upon  the  state  of  the  stock 
market ;  and  more  particularly  upon  the  probable  advantage 
of  a  suggested  investment  or  speculation  in  "Gold  Hill  Min- 
ing Company,"  of  which  McCredy  said  he  had  purchased  for 
himself  two  thousand  shares ;  the  market  price  being  three 
dollars  per  share.  The  doctor  being  thus  given  to  understand 
that  a  pretty  large  operation  in  stock  might  be  undertaken 
upon  "  a  very  small  amount  of  money,"  after  a  few  days'  re- 
flection and  inquiry,  and  without  any  persuasion  from  McCre- 
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dj,  oondnded  to  try  Iiis  fortune.  He  accordingly  provided 
himself  with  the  necessary  "  margin,"  as  it  is  termed,  of  one 
hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  for  a  purchase  of  five  hun- 
drod  shaies,  and  paid  another  visit  to  McCredy,  determined  as 
he  said,  "  to  see  what  there  was  in  this  Gold  Hill."  McCredy 
at  his  request,  took  the  money  and  undertook  to  make  the 
purchase  at  a  price  not  exceeding  three  dollars  per  share. 
"  The  doctor,  (says  the  witness,)  in  whose  presence  both  the 
conversations  took  place,  was  there  at  McCredy's  house  about 
821  hour/'  discoursing  among  other  subjects,  upon  golden  stock 
prospects,  and  evincing  a  high  degree  of  confidence  in  regard 
to  them,  in  which  McCredy  fully,  and  I  think  honestly  con* 
eurred.  Up  to  this  point,  whatever  may  subsequently  have 
been  the  doctor's  suspicions,  there  is  no  ground  whatever  in 
the  evidence  for  a  charge  of  firaud.  The  delusion,  if  any,  was 
mutual.  Both  parties  were  alike  self  deluded  or  alike  deluded 
by  others. 

Subsequently,  however,  McCredy  in  repeated  conversations 
contrary,  it  is  alleged,  to  the  fact,  informed  the  doctor  that  he 
had  made  the  desired  purchase  at  the  rate  agreed  upon  of  three 
dollars  per  share.  He  went  further,  on  the  24th  of  January, 
1855,  about  five  months  after  the  first  interview,  he  presented 
him  a  written  account  with  a  charge,  "  to  cash  paid  for  Gold 
Hill  stock,  September  Ist,  $1,500.  Interest  to  January  24tfa, 
145  days,  at  7  per  cent.,  $42.29."  It  now  appears  that  there 
was  no  such  ''  cash  paid,"  and  no  such  purchase  made.  And  the 
pkintif^  therefore,  claims  that  the  money  he  advanced  and  also 
a  subsequent  small  payment,  should  be  refimded  to  him,  and 
that  .his  note  given  for  the  balance  should  be  delivered  up  to 
be  cancelled.  To  this  claim,  it  is  objected  by  the  defendant, 
that  on  the  Ist  of  September,  1854,  a  few  days  after  Dr.  Voris 
had  requested  the  defendant  to  purchase  for  him  as  already 
stated,  five  hundred  shares  at  three  dollars  per  share  or  under, 
he,  the  defendant,  did  in  fact  purchase  of  Morgan  &  Co.,  that 
numrber  of  shares.  But  the  purchase,  it  appears,  was  in  his 
own  name  and  for  twenty -one  instead  of  twenty-four  shillings 
per  share,  and  not  for  cash,  but  on  time,  deliverable  in  "  sixty 
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days,  selleif's  option,"  and  not  in  fact  delivered  and  paid  for 
till  the  80th  of  October,  the  last  day  of  the  option. 

The  purchase  so  made  is  clearly  proved ;  and  the  defendant 
alleges  that  it  was  made  in  execution  of  Dr.  Yoris'  order — an 
allegation  which  although  probably  true,  is  not  legally  proved 
and  is  inconsistent  with  the  account  presented  to  Dr.  Yoris  oa 
which  the  note  was  given.  And  the  question  is,  under  these 
circumstances,  can  McCredy  now  charge  the  doctor  with  the 
price  of  those  five  hundred  shares,  as  an  investment  made  on 
his,  the  doctor's  account  ?  It  seems  to  me,  he  cannot ;  first^ 
because  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  a  purchase  at  sixty  days 
" seller's  option,"  was  within  the  authority  delegated  to  him; 
secondly,  because  he  is  estopped  by  his  own  reports,  both  ver- 
bal and  written,  of  the  terms  of  sale,  from  saying  that  the  con** 
tract  instead  of  being  for  "  cash,"  was  an  optional  one  on  the 
part  of  the  seller  as  to  time,  and  at  a  rate  of  two  and  five* 
eighths,  instead  of  three  dollars  per  share ;  and  thirdly,  be- 
cause if  not  estopped  from  proving,  he  has  not  in  fact  proved, 
that  the  purchase  which  he  made,  so  different  from  the  one  re* 
ported,  was  in  truth  a  purchase  for  Dr.  Yoris,  instead  of  him- 
self, in  whose  name  the  contract  was  made.  His  answer  in 
that  respect,  although  duly  sworn  to,  and  although  containing 
a  very  natural  explanation  of  the  transaction,  is  not  under  the 
present  system  of  procedure,  such  evidence  in  his  own  favor, 
as  the  court  can  act  upon.  It  may  satisfy  any  mind,  as  it  cer- 
tainly does  mine,  that  no  moral  wrong  was  intended,  and  that 
to  throw  the  loss  in  this  case  on  the  defendant,  when  all  the 
gain,  had  there  been  gain,  would  probably  have  gone  to  the 
plaintiff,  is  a  great  hardship ;  yet  viewing  the  matter  judicially, 
I  am  compelled  to  decide  that  the  defence  is  not  established* 
Under  the  circumstances,  however,  and  in  the  exercise  of  that 
discretion,  which  in  equity  cases  the  law  confers  upon  the 
court,  I  deem  it  proper  not  to  charge  the  defendants  with  either 
interest  or  costs. 

Judgment  to  refund  the  two  payments,  and  surrender  the 
note. 
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WaDcer,  Frerident  of  the  Bank  of  Utioa  agt  BiuBel],  Allen  and  othen. 


SUPBEME  COURT. 

Thokas  Walkeb,  President  of  the  Bank  of  Utica  agt.  Rus- 
sell, Allen  and  others. 

Where  sereral  defendants  appear  by  the  same  attorney,  as  a  general  rule,  but  one 
bill  of  costs  is  allowed,  where  the  defence  is  substantially  the  same ;  but  whero 
it  ia  necessary  to  interpose  serrate  answers^  the  chafges  therefor  should  be 
allowed  to  the  attorney. 

WUneuea'  fee$  are  included  in  the  necessary  didmraemerUa  which  the  prevailing 
party  has  a  right  to  have  adjusted,  and  inserted  in  his  judgment 

It  does  not  follow  that  the  co-defendant  of  a  party  to  an  action,  will  neoeasaiilj 
attend  on  its  trial  If  he  does  attend  as  a  party,  and  during  his  altendanoe  ia 
examined  as  a  wUneaSj  he  cannot  oiumtntness'g  fees.  But  if  it  be  made  to  a^ 
pear  to  the  taxing  officer,  that  such  co-defendant  attended  solely  as  a  tn^waa, 
the  disbursements  for  such  witness's  fees  would  be  necesBaiy. 

Broome  Special  Term,  April,  1858. 
Appeal  from  adjustment  of  costs. 

Richard  M.  Harrington,  atUymey,  awrf  Giles  Hotohkiss, 
oounsdJoT  defendanta. 
Ward  B,vnt,  for  plaintiff. 

Campbell,  Justice.  The  action  was  brought  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Bank  of  Utica,  against  a  number  of  persons  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  state,  who  were  individual  creditors  of 
Russell  &  Yan  Yalen,  also  defendants ;  the  bank  claiming  that 
Russell  &  Van  Valen  were  copartners,  and  that  debts  due  to 
the  bank  on  certain  drafts  drawn  by  Van  Valen  and  accepted 
by  Russell,  were  a  joint  charge  upon  the  assets  of  Russell  & 
Van  Valen.  Van  Valen  did  business  in  his  individual  name,  at 
Cortlandville,  and  Russell  in  his  individual  name,  in  the  city  of 
New- York.  Russell  and  one  of  his  creditors,  Allen,  appeared 
as  defendants  by  the  same  attorney,  though  they  put  in  separate 
answers.  At  the  hearing  before  the  referee,  they  examined 
some  of  these  co-defendants  as  witnesses  for  them,  and  such  co- 
defendants  also  gave  evidence  in  their  own  behalf. 

On  the  adjustment  of  the  costs,  the  clerk  allowed  but  three 
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term  fees,  and  but  one  bill  of  costs  to  Bussell  &  Allen,  and 
disallowed  the  charges  for  witnesses'  fees  paid  to  the  co-de- 
fendants. The  costs  were  adjusted  in  March  before  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Code,  and  under  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
adjustment,  but  three  term  fees  were  recoverable.  The  clerk  was 
right  as  to  that  item.  Where  defendants  appear  by  the  same  at- 
torney, as  a  general  rule,  but  one  bill  of  costs  is  allowed,  where 
the  defence  is  substantially  the  same ;  but  whexe  it  is  necessary 
to  interpose  separate  answers,  it  seems  to  me  the  rule  should  pre- 
vail as  formerly,  when  in  such  cases  the  attorney  was  allowed 
for  the  pleas  of  the  co-defendants.  In  this  case  separate  answers 
were  put  in,  properly,  I  think,  and  then,  as  I  infer,  the  action 
proceeded  and  testimony  was  taken  in  behalf  of  Russell  &  Al- 
len, jointly.  The  attorney  of  these  defendants  should  have 
been  allowed  in  addition  to  his  bill  of  costs  in  Russell's  case, 
his  charges  for  putting  in  the  separate  answer  of  Russell. 

As  to  witnesses'  fees,  they  are  included  in  the  necessary  dis- 
bursements which  the  prevailing  party  has  a  right  to  have  ad- 
justed and  inserted  in  his  judgment  It  does  not  follow  that 
the  co-defendant  of  a  party  to  an  action,  wiU  necessarily  attend 
on  its  trial.  If  he  does  attend  as  a  party,  and  during  his  at- 
tendance is  examined  as  a  witness,  he  cannot  claim  witness's 
fees.  The  law  allows  him  no  compensation  for  his  attendance 
as  a  party,  except  the  specific  charges  for  trial,  &c.  Those 
charges  he  is  entitled  to,  whether  he  appears  by  attorney,  or 
whether  he  prosecutes  or  defends  in  person. 

But  if  it  be  made  to  appear  that  such  co-defendant  attended 
Bolely  as  a  witness,  and  not  as  a  party,  and  would  not  other- 
wise have  attended  there  as  a  witness,  then  it  would  be  diffi- 
eolt  to  point  out  the  difference  between  the  disburst^ments  to 
procure  the  attendance  of  the  co-defendant  or  of  any  other  ma- 
terial witness.  Both  disbursements  would  be  necessary.  In 
this  case  it  does  not  appear  from  anything  before  me,  that  the 
oo-defendante  attended  solely  as  witnesses.  Without  positive 
affirmative  proof  on  this  point,  I  think  the  inference  should  be 
that  they  attended  as  parties  as  well  as  witnesses.  The  derk 
was  right,  therefore,  in  r^ecting  that  item«  : 
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BM8  iumI  ethers  agt  Beaa  and  othen. 

SUPREME  COURT. 
Saiotel  W.  Bass  and  others  agt.  Ann  Bean  and  others, 

Hiere  te  no  law  now  different  flrom  what  it  waa  before  1647,  when  the  law  m  re- 
gaid  to  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  was  paased,  jgiTing  her  anj 
more  aathority  to  oany  on  bnsiness,  and  contract  debts  now,  than  she  had 
then. 

In  neither  case  are  her  contracts  valid,  so  far  as  her  fiability  is  inyolved.  Pay- 
ment of  debts  contracted  in  regard  to  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  both  be- 
fore and  after  the  passage  of  that  law,  was  enforced  against  sach  separate  estate 
hi  equity.  The  mere  purchase  of  goods  by  a  wife,  because  she  has  a  separate 
estate,  would  not  constitute  a  lien  thereon.  The  property,  if  purchased  by  the 
wife,  unless  paid  for  out  of  her  separate  estate,  would  belong  to  her  husband, 
and  be  liable  to  seizure  for  his  debts ;  and  he,  if  he  sanctioned  the  purchase^ 
would  be  liable  to  an  action  for  it  {Su  io  (ha  same  effect  LcfveU  agL  Eotntufm^ 
7  Bow.  105,  and  Cobine  agt  SL  John^  12  id.  333.) 

And  the  mere  &ct  that  the  plaintiib  knew  and  so  aUeged  in  their  complaint,  that 
the  defendant,  a  married  woman,  had  personal  estate,  and  that  when  they  sold 
her  the  gooda^  they  trusted  her  more  willingly  on  that  account,  does  not  create 
any  new  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

If  the  plaintiffs  could  in  any  way  obtain  a  Hen  for  the  debt  on  the  separate  estate^ 
it  could  only  be  by  the  sale  of  property  which  was  used  for  the  benefit  of  suoh 
separate  estate,  or  upon  a  direct  pledge  of  such  estate  at  the  creation  of  the 
debt 

New- York  Special  Term,  March,  1858. 


-  for  plaintiffs, 
for  defendants. 


Ingraham,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  seek  to  hold  the  defend- 
ant Ann  Bean,  a  married  woman,  liable  for  a  debt  contracted 
by  her  in  the  purchase  of  goods,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
a  grocery  store.  To  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary  rule,  they  have 
averred  in  the  complaint^  that  they  sold  the  goods  on  the  credit 
of  the  separate  estate. 

There  is  no  law  now  different  from  what  it  was  before  1847, 
when  the  law  in  regard  to  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  ^o- 
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man  was  passed,  giving  her  any  more  authority  to  carry  on 
business  and  contract  debts  now,  than  she  had  then.  In  nei- 
ther case  are  her  contracts  valid,  so  far  as  her  liability  is  in- 
volved. Payment  of  debts  contracted  in  regard  to  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife,  both  before  and  after  the  passage  of  that  law, 
was  enforced  in  equity.  The  mere  purchase  of  goods  by  a 
wife,  because  she  has  a  separate  ^tate,  if  not  required  for  that 
estate,  would  not  constitute  a  lien  thereon.  The  property,  if 
purchased  by  the  wife,  unless  paid  for  out  of  her  separate  es- 
tate, would  belong  to  her  husband,  and  be  liable  to  seizure  for 
his  debts ;  and  he,  if  he  sanctioned  the  purchase,  would  be  lia- 
ble to  an  action  for  it 

In  the  present  case,  the  plainti£&  seek  to  make  a  distinction 
by  saying,  that  they  sold  the  goods  on  the  credit  of  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  the  wife.  I  see  nothing  in  that  allegation,  that 
alters  the  rule  of  law.  The  mere  fBict  that  the  plaintiff  knew 
the  defendant  had  personal  estate,  and  that  when  he  sold  the 
goods  to  the  married  woman,  he  trusted  her  more  willingly  be- 
cause he  knew  she  had  a  separate  estate,  does  not  create  any 
new  liability.  K  the  plaintiflfe  could  in  any  way  obtain  a  lien 
for  the  debt  on  the  separate  estate,  it  could  only  be  by 
the  sale  of  property  which  was  used  for  the  benefit  of  such 
separate  estate,  or  upon  a  direct  pledge  of  such  estate  at  the 
creation  of  the  debt  Neither  of  these  facts  are  averred  in  this 
complaint,  and  even  if  the  latter  averment  was  made  in  refer- 
ence to  a  debt  which  the  law  did  not  allow  &feme  covert  to  con- 
tract, I  should  doubt  whether  it  could  alter  the  liability. 

The  case  referred  to  in  1  Oomsiock,  452,  was  for  a  debt  for 
which  the  wife  was  liable  before  marriage,  and  yet  the  court 
held,  that  her  separate  estate  could  not  be  applied  to  its  pay-* 
ment  Lovett  agt.  Robinson,  (7  Howard,  105,)  held  that  goods 
purchased  as  these  were,  were  subject  to  the  husband's  debts, 
and  that  the  act  in  regard  to  the  separate  estate  of  married  wo- 
men, did  not  affect  the  liability.  In  this  case,  the  court  says : 
"  The  doctrine  contended  for,  would  enable  married  women  to 
carry  on  business  or  trade  stB/emes  sole,  even  while  cohabiting 
with  their  husbands.''    This  is  not  the  law  in  this  country. 
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The  case  of  Oobine  agt  &.  John  and  others,  (12  Hoioard,  888,) 
holds  the  same  doctrine.  Justice  Balcom  says :  "  The  statutes 
of  1848  and  1849,  do  not  authorize  the  wife  to  go  into  trade, 
and  embark  in  commercial  enterprises,  as  a  feme  sole.  The 
wife  has  no  more  right  to  contract  debts,  irrespective  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  than  she  had  before.  She  is  still  regarded  as  a 
fevne  covert  as  to  all  business  transactions,  outside  of  the  man- 
agement and  disposition  of  her  separate  estate.'' 

This  action  cannot  be  maintained,  and  judgment  !must  be  for 
the  defendants  on  the  demurrer,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to 
amend  on  payment  of  costs. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Alanson  Marsh  agt.  J.  E.  Brett  and  others. 

A  tnnafer  of  a  promiasorj  note  given  to  an  inmirance  company  for  the  premitim 
on  a  policy  of  insurance,  made  bj  the  company  by  indorsement,  without  ai^ 
leeolation  on  the  part  of  the  directors^  to  the  president  of  the  company,  to  re- 
imburse him  for  a  loan  made  by  him  to  the  company,  does  not  constitute  the 
preffident  a  lonafidt  holder  at  alL 

The  transfer  is  in  violation  of  the  statute^  being  "a  transfer  not  authorized  by  a 
previous  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors."  {See  GitteU  agt  PMOipSf  3  Kern. 
116.) 

A  defendant  sued  upon  such  a  note  by  the  company,  cannot  avail  himself  of  any 
alleged  defects  in  the  incorporation  of  the  company. 

Neto  'York  Circuity  April,  1857. 

The  defendants  gave  their  note  to  the  International  Insur- 
ance Company,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  president,  for  the 
premium  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  vessel.  Subsequently, 
the  president  loaned  the  company  some  $2,000,  and  without 
any  resolution  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  took  this,  with  other 
notes,  to  reimburse  himself.  The  notes,  however,  were  regu- 
larly indorsed  to  him  by  the  company.  The  defendants  re- 
fused  to  pay  their  note  on  maturity,  setting  up  illegality  of 
transfer,  and  denying  the  legal  organization  of  the  company. 
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J.  W.  SrrJSVEN8^  for  plaintiff. 
Q.  Bean,  far  de/endanL 

Glebke,  Justice.  I  do  not  tliink,  that  the  defendants  could 
have  availed  themselves  of  any  of  the  allied  defects  in  the 
incorporation  of  the  International  Insurance  Company,  in 
an  action  commenced  by  the  company.  It  would  have 
been  sufficient  for  them  to  prove  the  charter  and  the 
uses  under  it,  and  if  the  plaintijff  in  this  action  was  a  bona 
fide  holder,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover,  notwith- 
standing such  defects.  But  I  have  as  little  doubt  that  he  is 
not  a  bonajide  holder,  or  rather  he  is  not  legally  a  holder  at  all, 
of  this  and  other  notes.  Gtllett  agt  Phillips^  (8  Keman^  118,) 
settles  the  questiou.  Marsh,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  was 
the  president  and  a  director  of  the  company,  and  took  notes, 
of  which  this  was  one,  in  the  whole  exceeding  $1,000,  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  his  claim  against  the  company,  $1,700  or 
$1,800  for  money  therefor  advanced  to  them. 

This  was  clearly  in  violation  of  the  statute,  (1  B,  S.  §§  8,  9.) 
It  was  "  a  transfer  not  authorized  by  a  previous  resolution  of 
'  the  board  of  directors,"  and  it  does  not  fell  within  the  excep- 
tional clause  of  the  section,  for  the  notes  were  tiot  transferred 
to  "  a  purchaser  without  notice."  A  president  or  director  is 
presumed  to  be  cognizant  of  the  absence  of  such  authority,  and 
this  will  be  presumed  in  an  action  brought  by  him  against  a 
party  to  the  note,  as  well  as  in  an  action  commenced  against 
him  for  the  recovery  of  the  note  by  a  receiver.  Judge  Gab- 
diner,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  GHkUekgL 
Phillips^  says,  that  the  contract  in  '^  that  case  was  not  only  un- 
authorized but  illegal.  No  action  could  have  been  sustained 
by  Phillips  against  the  bank  for  the  price  paid  by  him  for  the 
note,  although  he  had  sold  the  notes  to  redeem  the  circulating 
paper  of  the  bank.  A  transfer  of  this  kind  is  expressly  pro- 
hibited by  statute,  and  is  therefore  absolutely  void,  and  no  right 
to  or  property  in  the  thing  transferred,  accrues  to  the  offending 
party." 
Judgment  for  defendants  with  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COUBT. 
The  Bank  of  Hayaka  agt.  Wiokham  and  others- 

An  individual  hanker  is  a  eorporaUon  aoU,    And  if  an  individaal  banker  is  a  cor- 
poration sole,  he  may  take  any  oozporate  name  he  may  choose,  and  sue  in  that 


Dwrafiire,  Cbaries  Cook^  an  individiial  banker,  oanying  on  the  bnainess  of  bank- 
jpg  at  Havana^  New- York;  under  "the  act  to  authorize  the  bnsittMB  of  bank- 
ing," passed  April  18th,  1838,  and  the  several  acts  amending  the  same,  in  the 
name  of  ^  The  Bank  of  Havana,"  had  a  legal  capacity  to  sae  in  such  name. 

The  plamtiif  in  this  case,  stated  his  title  in  the  complaint  h)  this  way:  <* The 

.  Bank  of  Harvana,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit;"  kc  The  question  was,  whetherthiB 
was  a  sufficient  averment  to  show  the  plaintiff  had  legal  ci^>acity  to  sue  ?  HfiH 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  recited  the  title  of  the.act  and  the  date  of  its  pas- 
sage, under  which  proceedings  were  had  for  its  uxoorporaJtion,  (2  R.  8,  458, 
§  18,)  as  was  properly  decided  by  Judge  Mitchkll,  in  Johnson  agt  Kemp,  (11 
Mm.  186.) 

The  complaint,  therefore,  showed  on  its  fiwe^  that  the  pku&tiff  had  not  legal  capa- 
city to  sue,  and  for  this  cauae  was  demwrraJbHe.  (11  Bow.  216.)  And  as  the 
defendants  took  no  otgection  by  demurrer  or  answer,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
legal  capacity  to  sue,  by  sections  147  and  148  of  the  Code,  they  are  deemed  to 
hsre  waived  the  same. 

Had  it  been  necessary  to  set  forth  in  the  conq^daint  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  oor- 
ppratton,  to  have  made  the  complaint  "state  &ct8  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,"  then  the  defendants  could  have  taken  advantage  of  the  defect 
in  the  complaint  upon  the  trial  ( Codi^  §  148.)  But  the  capacity  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  sue,  has  been  held  to  be  independent  of  the  cause  of  action.  (11  Bow, 
816.) 

Ihe  complaint  in  this  case,  howeTer,  did  state  ihots  sufficient  to  constitute  a  eanse 
of  action.  By  the  Bevised  Statutes,  (2  R  8,  458,  g  3,)  which  is  still  in  force, 
it  is  provided,  "  In  suits  brought  by  a  corporation  created  by  or  under  any  stat- 
ute of  this  state,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the 
escisteBoe  of  such  corpoKation,  unless  the  defendant  shall  have  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment or  in  bar,  that  the  plaintiffii  are  not  aooiporation.  Theiefore,  to  put  the 
plainliff  to  proof  of  such  fibct,  the  defence  of  swl  UdoovporoUon  must  be.  set  Ti|» 
by  I 


Broome  Omeral  Term^  1858. 

Appeal  firom  judgment  at  special  term. 
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Samuel  A.  Fcxyr^Jbr  plaintiff. 
Daniel  B.xmSEY,  for  defendarita. 

By  the  court— Balcom,  Justice.    "  The  Bank  of  Havana,**  is 
the  name  in  which  Charles  Cook,  an  individual  banker,  carries  ' 
on  the  business  of  banking  at  Havana,  New-York,  under  "the 
act  to  authorize  the  business  of  banking,"  passed  April  18th, 
1888,  and  the  several  acts  amending  the  same.    The  certificate 
of  the  superintendent  of  the  bank  department,  that  was  given 
in  evidence  upon  the  trial,  states  that  Cook  commenced  the 
banking  business  as  an  individual  banker,  at  Havana,  in  1861, 
under  the  aforesaid  acts.    Is  the  plaintiff  a  corporation  ?    The 
appellant's  counsel  contends  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  corporation, 
and  that  it  has  no  legal  capacity  to  sue.    It  is  now  well  set- 
tled that  banking  associations,  formed  under  the  aforesaid  acts, 
are  moneyed  corporations.    {Gilbert  agt.  Moody,  8  Oomstockj 
479.)    By  chapter  840  of  the  laws  of  1848,  individual  bankers 
are  declared  to  be  "  banks  of  discount  and  deposit,  as  well  as  of 
circulation,"  and  every  report  directed  to  be  made  by  any  law, 
from  an  individual  banker,  must  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the 
president  and  cashier.     The  term  association  is  made  to  include 
every  individual  doing  business  alone  for  some  purposes  un- 
der the  banking  laws.    {Chap,  487,  Laws  of  1849.)    After  a 
careful  examination  of  the  statutes  authorizing  and  regulating 
the  business  of  banking,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  an 
individual  banker  is  a  "  corporation  sole."    There  is  no  express 
declaration  in  any  statute  to  this  effect,  but  individual  bank- 
ers are  clothed  by  statute  with  legal  capacities  and  advantages 
which  as  natural  persons  by  common  law  they  could  not  have ; 
and  "  no  particular  form  of  words  is  requisite  to  create  a  cor- 
poration."   (2  KenCs  Com.  276.)    Kent  says :  "  A  corporation 
sole  consists  of  a  single  person,  who  is  made  a  body  corporate 
and  politic,  to  give  him  some  legal  capacities  and  advantages, 
and  especially  that  of  perpetuity,  which  as  a  natural  per- 
son he  could  not  have ;  a  bishop,  dean,  parson  and  vicar,  are 
given  in  the  English  books  as  instances  of  sole  corporations." 
Perpetuity  is  not  absolutely  necessary  to  make  an  association 
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or  a  raogle  person  a  corporation.  The  existence  of  a  corpora- 
tion maj  be  limited  to  any  number  of  years.  Therefore,  what 
Kent  says  about  perpetuity  being  a  legal  capacity  or  advan- 
tage possessed  by  an  individual,  when  a  corporation  sole,  has  no 
controlling  force.  The  statute  prohibiting  individual  bankers 
from  selling  or  transferring  the  business  upon  the  securities 
deposited  by  them,  was  not  passed  until  after  the  action  was 
tried.  {Laws  of  1854,  p.  654,  §  9.)  ''  As  a  general  rule,  a  fee 
will  not  pass  to  a  corporation  sole  without  the  word  successors, 
and  it  will  continue  for  the  life  only  of  the  individual  clothed 
with  the  corporate  character."  (2  Kenfs  Com.  273 ;  2  Black- 
stone^s  Com.  481.)  This  was  the  common  law  rule,  but  it  has  » 
been  changed  by  statute  in  this  state.  (1  JBL  S.  748,  §  1 ; 
Nicoll  agt  The  New  -  York  and  Erie  Railroad  Company,  2  Ker- 
nan,  121.) 

If  an  individual  banker  is  a  corporation  sole,  there  oan  be 
BO  more  objection  to  such  banker  taking  any  corporate  name 
lie  shall  choose  to  adopt,  or  to  Mr.  Cook  being  a  corporation 
by  the  name  of  ^'  The  Bank  of  Havana,"  than  there  is  to  an 
individual  being  a  corporation  by  the  name  of  bishop,  dean, 
parson  or  vicar,  which,  as  has  been  seen,  is  allowable  under 
the  English  law.  If  these  are  correct  conclusions,  the  proof 
established  the  plaintiff's  legal  capacity  to  sue ;  and  this  action 
was  properly  brought  in  the  name  by  which  Mr.  Cook  trans- 
acts his  banking  business.  There  was  no  necessity  for  bring- 
ing it  in  Mr.  Cook's  name  as  president  of  the  Bank  of  Havana. 
{The  People  agt.  The  Assessors  of  Waiertotvn,  1  Hill,  621 ;  Oil- 
hert  agt.  Moody,  8  Comstock,  483  ;  Con.  art  8,  §  8 ;  1  B.  S. 
699,  §  1 ;  The  East  Biver  Bank  agt  Judah,  10  ffow.  Pr. 
Bep.  185.) 

But  suppose  the  proof  failed  to  establish  that  the  plaintiff  is 
a  corporatipn — the  question  arises,  was  the  judge  right  in  hold- 
ing that  the  appellants  by  not  denying  in  their  answers  the  cor- 
porate capacity  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue,  thereby  admitted  such 
capacity  ?  This  would  clearly  be  so  had  there  been  a  direct 
allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation. 
{Code,  §  168.) 
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The  only  statement  in  the  complamti  aside  fipm  tke  title  of 
the  action  which  imports  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  oorporation,  is 
in  these  words,  yiz  :  ''  The  Bank  of  Havana,  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit"  Is  this  a  sufficient  averment  to  show  the  plaintiff 
has  legal  capacity  to  sue  ?  The  Bevised  Statutes  provide  that 
'*  in  actions  by  or  against  any  corporation,  by  or  under  any  law 
of  this  state,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  recite  the  act  or  acts 
of  incorporation,  or  the  proceedings  by  which  such-  corpora- 
tion was  created,  or  to  set  forth  the  substance  thereof  but  the 
same  may  be  pleaded  by  reciting  the  title  of  such  act,  and  the 
date  of  its  passage."  (2  B.  S.  459,  §  13.)  Section  471  of  the 
Code,  declares  that  the  second  part  of  the  Code,  which  pre- 
scribes the  manner  of  pleading  in  actions,  shall  not  affect  "  aiiy 
statutory  provisions  relating  to  actions  not  inconsistent  yriik 
this  act,  and  in  substance  applicable  to  the  actions  hereby  pro- 
vided." 

Mr.  Justice  Mitchell  has  held  that "  banks  created  imder  the 
general  banking  law,  when  suing,  should  recite  the  title  of  the 
act  and  the  date  of  its  passage,  under  which  proceedings  weie 
had  for  its  incorporation."  {Johnson^  President^  dc  agt.  Kemp^ 
11  How,  Pr.  Bep,  186.  See  also  Bavk  of  LovmUe  agt  Ed- 
wards, 11  How,  Pr.  Bep.  216.)  And  I  am  of  the  opinion  Justice 
Mitchell  has  given  the  correct  construction  to  this  enactmenti 
when  the  question  ia  properly  raised  by  demurrer.  {See  Onot^ 
daga  County  Bank  agt.  Carr,  7  Wendell,  443.)  Now  assuming 
that  the  complaint  in  this  action  should  have  recited  the  title 
of  the  act,  and  the  date  of  its  passage  under  which  the  plaintiff 
claims  to  have  a  legal  existence,  then  the  complaint  upon  its 
face  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  legal  capacity  to  sue; 
nnd  as  section  144  of  the  Code  has  been  construed,  the  com- 
plaint shows  upon  its  face  that  the  plaintiff  had  rvot  legal  capa- 
city to  sue,  and  for  this  cause  was  demurrable.  (11  How.  Pr. 
Bep.  186 ;  Id.  216.)  This  construction  of  section  144  of  the 
Code,  is  probably  based  upon  the  assumption  that  the  com- 
plaint is  presumed  to  show  all  the  legal  capacity  to  sue  that  a 
plaintiff  has ;  and,  there&re,  when  such  legal  capacity  to  sue 
does  not  appear  from  the  complaint,  it  is  deemed  to  show 


KEW-TORK  PBACnOB  RBPORTS.  101 

nie  Bank  of  Hayana  a^  Wlckham  and  othera. 

aflbmatiTel  J  tliat  the  plaintiff  does  not  possess  any  legal  capa- 
city  to  sud. 

By  the  same  authorities,  the  complaint  in  this  action  was  not 
^mnrrable  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  (11  How,  Pr.  Bep.  216.)  But 
it  could  have  been  objected  to  by  demurrer,  for  the  reason  that 
it  appears  upon  the  &ce  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity 
to  sue,  {Code,  §  144,  mib.  2, 11  How.  Pr.  Rep.  186 ;  id.  216.) 
As  the  appellants  took  no  objection  by  demurrer  or  answer, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue,  by  sections  147 
and  148  of  the  Code,  they  are  "  deemed  to  have  waived  the 
same."  Had  it,  however,  been  neces^ry  to  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  corporation,  to  make  the  com- 
plaint ''  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action," 
then  the  defendant  could  have  taken  advantage  of  the  defect 
in  the  complaint  upon  the  trial.  (Code^  %  148.)  But  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  plaintiff  to  sue,  has  been  hdd  to  be  independent 
of  the  cause  of  action.    (11  How.  Pr.  i&p.  216.) 

Again,  if  the  decision  in  TJie  Bank  ofLowviUe  agt  Edwards^ 
(11  How,  iV.  Bep.  216,)  is  to  be  upheld,  the  complaint  in  this 
action  states  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
Altht)ugh  it  does  not  recite  the  title  of  the  act  and  the  date  of 
its  passage,  under  which  proceedings  were  had  for  the  plaintiff's 
incorporation ;  upon  this  assumption  it  was  not  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  its  corporate  existence  on  the  trial*  Prior 
to  the  Eevised  Statutes  such  proof  was  necessary  when  the 
g^ieral  issue  alone  was  pleaded.  (8  J.  B,  378 ;  2  (htven,  778 ; 
7  Wend.  640.)  But  by  such  statutes,  it  is  provided,  "  in  a  suit 
brought  by  a  corporation  created  by  or  under  any  statute  of 
this  state^  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause  the  existence  of  such  corporation,  unless  the  defendant 
shall  have  pleaded  in  abatement  or  in  bar,  that  the  plaintiffs 
are  not  a  corporation.  (2  B.  S.  458,  §  3.)  This  statute  is  Still 
in  force  and  it  is  applicable  to  actions  under  the  Code.  {Oode^ 
§  471.)  Had  the  appellants  in  their  answers  denied  each  and 
every  allegation  in  the  complaint,  the  plaintiff  would  not  have 
been  obliged  to  show  its  corporate  existence.    ^'  To  put  the 
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plaintiff  to  proof  of  that  fact,  the  defence  of  nul  tid  corporation 
must  be  set  up  by  answer."  The  case  of  The  proprietors  of  the 
common  and  undivided  land  and  meadows  of  Southold  agt. 
Eortony  (6  Hill,  501,)  relied  upon  by  the  appellants'  counsel, 
does  not  establish  a  different  proposition*  That  was  an  eject- 
ment suit,  in  which,  by  the  statute  then  in  force,  a  defeudant 
might  demur  to  the  declaration  or  "  plead  the  general  issue 
only:'    (2  B.  S.  806,  §  22  ;  17  Wend.  443 ;  1  Denio,  452.) 

There  is  sufficient  unexceptionable  evidence  in  the  case  to 
sustain  the  finding  of  the  justice  upon  the  questions  of  &iGt 
The  judgment  of  the  special  term  should,  therefore,  be  affirmed 
with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Thomas  T.  Ferris  agt.  Francis  Ferris  and  others. 

Where  a  principal  som  of  monej  secured  by  a  bond  and  mortgage^  is  made  pay- 
able at  a  future  period,  with  semi-annual  interest  thereon,  and  in  deftralt  of 
payment  of  interest  in  thirty  days  flrom  the  day  it  becomes  due  and  payable^ 
the  whole  principal  sum  shall  then  become  due  and  payable; 

Edi,  that  it  is  a  contract  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  and  if  firom  the  mere  negli« 
gence  of  the  mortgagor  in  performing  his  contract,  he  suffers  the  whole  debt  to 
become  due  and  payable,  according  to  the  tenns  of  the  mortgage,  no  court  will 
interfere  to  relieve  him  from  the  payment  thereof^  according  to  the  conditions 
of  his  own  agreement ; 

BbU,  that  the  case  of  Broderick  9gL  SmUk,  (16  ffow,  434,)  can  hazdly  be  oonaid- 
ered  as  deciding  the  contrary  in  a  case  ftee  from  triokor  oppreBsive  oondoot. 

New  -  York  Special  Term^  June^  1858. 

Inoraham,  Justice.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  where  the  interest  has  remained  unpaid  for 
more  than  thirty  days,  and  the  principal  was  made  payable  in 
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1869,  with  the  condidon  that  it  should  become  payable  imme* 
diately  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  thirty  days. 

The  answer  sets  up  that  Mary  Rafael,  the  present  owner  of 
the  premises,  bought  the  same  as  part  of  her  separate  estate ; 
that  her  husband  has  the  management  of  her  aJBEairs ;  that  he 
has  been  absent  for  some  months ;  that  she  is  ignorant  of  busi- 
ness, and  that  no  demand  has  been  made  of  such  interest  The 
defendant  also  states  that  she  has  paid  into  court  the  interest^ 
and  interest  thereon,  and  costs,  and  asks  that  the  complaint  may 
be  dismissed  with  costs  firom  the  time  of  the  answer.  To  this 
answer  the  plaintiff  demurs. 

I  Upon  the  argument  of  this  case,  I  supposed  I  was  concluded 
by  the  decision  of  the  general  term  in  Broderick  et  aL  agt 
Smithy  (15  How.  Pr.  i2ep.  4S4,)  but  on  examining  that  case, 
I  find  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  have  a  judgment  which 
was  a  lien  on  the  premises  removed,  which  was  not  done  until 
after  the  interest  became  due,  and  then  no  notice  was  given  of 
ihe  removal  of  the  incumbrance. 

Mr.  Justice  Clerks,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court 
says :  '<  I  think  it  was  contrary  to  all  equitable  dealing  for  the 
plaintiff  to  take  advantage  of  these  circumstances,  instead  of 
apprising  the  defendants  of  the  cancelment  (of  the  judgment) 
*  *  This  was  oppressive  and  imreasonable  conduct  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiflfa." 

This  can  hardly  be  considered  as  deciding  that.in  a  case  firee 
firom  any  trick  or  oppressive  conduct,  a  plaintiff  having  a  bond 
and  mortgage  on  which  payment  of  the  interest  had  been  neg* 
lected  for  thirty  days,  may  not  collect  the  principal  if  the  de- 
fendant brings  the  amount  of  the  interest  and  costs  into  court 

Without  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of  the  case 
of  Broderick  agt  Smith,  above  cited,  I  feel  at  liberty  to  exam- 
ine the  questions  in  this  case  as  not  affected  thereby. 

The  contract  made  between  the  parties  was  for  the  payment 
of  the  principal  sum  on  the  15th  of  June,  1859,  with  interest 
payable  half-yearly,  and  if  the  interest  was  not  paid  within  thirty 
days  after  it  was  payable,  then  the  principal  sum  should  be  pay- 
able imimediately  thereafter.    The  question  naturally  arises^ 
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lAetiher  this  coxatf  without  any  other  cause  than  an  excuse 
from  the  defendant  for  neglecting  to  comply  with  the  condi- 
tioDS  of  the  contract,  can  alter  the  terms  of  it  without  the  consent 
of  the  parties.  That  the  court  may  correct  errors  in  a  contract| 
CT  reform  it  to  make  it  conformable  to  the  agreement  between 
tbe  parties,  is  undoubted,  but  no  such  mistake  is  alleged  here. 

The  contract  is  as  the  parties  agreed.  The  plaintiff  takes 
Hie  bond  and  mortgage,  with  the  agreement  of  the  mortgagor 
to  pay  the  interest  at  a  fixed  time,  and  to  pay  the  principal 
within  thirty  days  thereafter,  if  the  interest  is  not  paid.  What 
right  has  any  court  to  say  that  it  is  oppressive  or  unconscion- 
able in  a  plaintiff  to  claim  the  payment  of  the  money  which 
belongs  to  him  on  the  day  when  the  parties  agreed  it  should 
be  paid  ?  I  exclude  from  the  consideration  of  this  question  any 
inquiry  as  to  the  power  of  a  court  of  eqtiity  to  interfere  where 
fiuud  has  been  used  to  postpone  the  payment  of  the  interest, 
becaose  no  fraud  is  alleged  here.  The  only  difference  is,  that 
the  defendant  being  unacquainted  with  business,  suffered  the 
day  of  payment  to  arrive  sooner,  in  consequence  of  her  oWn 
negligence,  than  she  would  otherwise  have  done.  Is  the 
plaintiff  in  the  wrong  for  this  neglect  ?  or  has  he  done  any- 
thing by  which  a  court  would  be  authorized  to  interfere  or 
change  the  conditions  on  which  he  loaned  his  money  and  took 
the  bond  and  mortgage  as  security  ? 

In  Nbyes  agt.  Clark  (7  Paige^s  Ch.  Rep.  p.  179,)  the  chancel- 
lor says :  "  The  parties  had  unquestionable  right  to  make  the 
extension  of  credit  dependent  upon  the  punctual  payment  of 
tbe  interest  at  the  times  fixed  for  the  purpose ;  and  if  from  the 
W&t^  negligence  of  the  mortgagor  in  performing  his  contract, 
he  suflfers  the  whole  debt  to  become  due  and  payable  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  no  court  will  interfere  to  re- 
lieve him  from  the  payment  thereof  according  to  the  conditions 
6f  his  own  agreement."  {Steel  agt  Sradfield,  4  Taunt.  127 ; 
5  Banu  and  Adolphits,  p,  40 ;  GeroMagt.  Hanjbrthj  2  Wm.  Bl 
9B»  ;  d  Burrows,  870.) 

It  is  urged  that  there  is  a  forfeitm^,  and  equity  will  always 
pdieve  a  party  against  it.   But  it  is  a  mistake  to  say  that  there  is 
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any  farfeitore.  The  plaintiff^B  claim  is  for  the  money  secured 
by  the  bond  and  interest.  There  is  nothing  more  claimed.  The 
debtor  owes  the  amotint ;  he  fi»^ts  nothing ;  he  is  reqtiired 
to  pay  nothing  but  his  debt ;  there  is  no  forfeiture  to  be  re- 
lieved. K  the  bond  had  been  conditioned  to  pay  the  money 
in  one  year,  with  an  agreement  to  extend  the  payment  a  sec- 
ond year  if  the  interest  was  paid  within  thirty  days  after  it 
became  due,  no  one  would  &»  a  moment  argue  that  there  was 
any  forfeiture.  And  yet  that  ccmdition  and  the  condition  of 
the  bond  in  suit  are  substantially  the  same.  Nor  can  it  be 
caUed  a  penally.  That  is  asum  named  as  damages,  to  be  re- 
covef  ed  for  violating  an  agreement  or  promise  in  lieu  of  dam- 
ages. There  is  no  such  thing  here.  Ko  damages  are  called 
tot.  Merely  altering  the  day  of  payment  is  neither  a  forfeiture 
of  any  property,  nor  a  penalty  in  damages  for  the  breach  of 
any  agreement  I  have  been  leferudd  by  the  defendants  to 
the  case  of  Mayo  agt  Judah,  (5  Mumford,  494,)  in  which  the 
6ourt  held  that  it  was  a  forfeiture,  because  it  imposed  furiher 
and  greater  obligation  upon  the  parties.  I  do  not  so  consider 
it  in  this  case,  and  unless  there  is  something  in  the  act  of  as- 
sembly under  which  that  case  arose  allowing  it,  I  must  dissent 
fix>m  that  conclusion.  The  same  remarks  apply  to  the  cause 
cited  from  2  White  and  Tudor^  Eq.  Oases^  p.  468. 

In  the  second  and  third  districts^  I  am  informed,  decisions 
have  been  made  adverse  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  re- 
Hef  in  siitailar  cases  to  the  present.  My  opinion  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  and  reference  is  ordered  to 
H.  E.  Davies,  Esq.,  to  compute  the  amount  due  on  the  mort- 
gage,  Ac. 
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SUPREME  COTJBT. 

The  People  agt  The  Long  Isj^and  Railroad  CoMPAmr. — 
Six  indictments  for  alleged  pnblio  nuisance. 

The  People  agt.  The  Brooklyn  akd  Jamaica  Railroad 
Company. — ^Three  indictments  for  the  same  offence. 

The  defendants  in  these  oases,  two  raflroad  companies,  were  mdicted  for  tkpvbUe 
miiMmee  in  ronning  their  engines  aad  cars  through  Atlantic  street,  and  throng^ 
a  tannel  in  Atlantic  street,  in  the  dtj  of  Brooklyn,  New- York. 

The  defendants  moved  to  change  the  phee  of  trial  from  the  county  of  Kings,  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  a  strong  and  controlling  excitement  against  the  de- 
fendants upon  the  principal  question  involved  in  these  controversies  in  (he  dty 
of  Brooklyn,  caused  principally  by  those  who  had  been  instrumental  in  pro- 
curing the  indictments; 

Bdd,  that  if  the  objection  to  the  jurors  extended  no  further  tHan  to  the  restdente 
of  Brooklyn,  and  if  it  prevailed  generally  as  to  them,  but  not  to  those  residing 
in  the  other  ioyma  m  the  county,  it  was  enough  to  call  upon  the  court  to  diange 
the  place  of  triaL  Because,  comparatively  the  number  of  jurors  fhom  the  other 
towns  in  the  county  must  be  very  small,  the  population  of  BrodklTn  being 
206,250,  while  that  of  the  other  towns  was  11,105. 

Eeld^  also,  that  the  several  facts  stated  to  show  that  there  was  a  strong  excite- 
ment and  a  hostile  feeling  agahist  the  defendants,  in  reference  to  the  charges  of 
nuisance  oontuned  in  the  indictments,  prevailing  extensively,  not  only  among 
the  residents  along  Atlantic  street,  but  extending  through  the  entire  city,  was 
sufficient  to  authorize  the  oonrt  to  order  the  place  of  trial  to  be  changed.  It 
was  accordingly  changed  to  the  ootmty  of  Westchester. 

Brooklyn  General  Term^  1868. 

J.  M.  Van  Cott,^  the  people. 

John  Dikeman  and  J.  Greenwood, /)r  L.  I.  B.  R  Cb. 

S.  C,  Lyon,  for  Brooklyn  and  Jognaica  JS.  R.  Co. 

By  the  court — S.  B.  Strong,  Justice.  The  defendants  have 
moyed  that  the  place  of  trial  in  these  actions  should  be 
changed,  on  the  ground  that  a  fidr  and  impartial  trial  cannot 
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be  h»ii  in  the  county  of  Kings,  where  the  indictments  were 
foand,  and  the  &cts  upon  which  they  are  based  occurred. 
There  are  reasons  for  which  I  would  gladly  have  abstained 
from  expressing  an  opinion  upon  the  motion,  but  they  are  not 
such  as  to  legally  disqualify  or  exonerate  me  from  participa- 
ting in  the  decision,  and  as  my  views  differ  to  some  extent 
firom  those  expressed  by  one  of  my  brethren,  I  conceive  that  I 
am  bound  to  state  them. 

It  is  of  course,  desirable  that  trials  in  criminal  cases  should 
be  had  where  the  offences  are  alleged  to  have  been  perpetrated* 
Witnesses  for  the  prosecution  often  attend  reluctantly,  and 
generally  without  compensation,  and  if  they  should  be  called 
upon  to  travel  far  from  their  homes,  they  would  be  subjected 
to  great  hardship,  or  would  abstain  firom  attending,  to  the  great 
obstruction  of  public  justice.  I  do  not,  however,  urge  that 
the  vicinage,  as  it  is  called,  is  the  best  adapted  for  a  fair  and 
impartial  trial.  There  is  often  some  personal  feeling  or  local 
porejudioe,  which*  sadly  interferes  with  the  due  and  impartial 
administration  of  justice,  and  sometimes  induces  strange  ver- 
dicts, or  what  is  becoming  a  serious  evil,  final  disagreements 
among  the  jurors.  But  for  the  trouble,  delay  and  expensCi 
caased  by  trials  at  distant  or  remote  places,  it  would  be  well 
that  they  should  take  place  before  jurors  to  whom  the  parties, 
their  interests  and  their  feelings  are  unknown.  It  might  some- 
times subserve  the  ends  of  justice  that  the  parties  and  their 
witnesses  are  personally  known  to  the  jurors,  but  the  advan* 
tage  is  more  than  balanced  by  the  undue  influence  of  personal 
or  local  considerations,  which  is  often  imperceptible  to  him 
whom  it  oontrol& 

A  party  who  moves  to  change  the  place  of  trial  firom  where 
the  law  primarily  establishes  it,  must  fail  unless  he  satisfies  the 
ooturt  that  the  ends  of  justice  require,  or  at  all  events  will  be 
promoted  by  it  That  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  by  any  means 
within  the  reach  of  the  law  cannot  be  had  in  the  county  where 
the  venue  is  laid,  is  undoubtedly  a  sufficient  reason  for  the 
change.  The  people,  all  men,  whatever  may  be  their  charac- 
ter or  standing,  have  when  litigating,  a  right  to  a  trial  by  an 


108  mEW-TOM:  wtAcrncB  REPoam 

l%e  People  agt  The  long  Idaad  lUilroad  Cbmpanj. 

tmpieitidiced  jury.  Many  unbiassed  and  competent  jurors  can 
be  found  in  any  county  of  ibis  state  in  any  conceivable  case, 
but  the  question  in  these  applications  is,  whether  such  can  be 
procured  by  the  methods  provided  by  law  ?  Ordinarily  there 
are  no  means  of  selection.  The  requisite  number  is  drawn 
^m  the  counly  box,  and  the  persons  named  on  the  ballots 
must  be  sunmioned  whether  competent  and  unbiassed  or  other- 
wise. Even  when  select  jurors  are  ordered,  the  county  clerk 
names  forty-eighty  and  neither  party  has  any  voice  in  the  mat- 
ter except  to  strike  out  twelve  of  the  number.  Where  there 
is  a  widely  extended  bias,  its  application  to  individuals  cannot 
be  well  known  until  they  are  interrogated,  and  therefore  these 
methods  of  obtaining  impartial  jurors  are  very  imperfect 

Still  the  court  should  not  lightly  adopt  or  act  upon  the  opin- 
ion that  afSiir  and  impartial  trial  cannot  be  had  in  the  coimty 
where  the  events  which  gave  rise  to  the  complaint  are  alleged 
to  have  happened.  Facts,  and  not  the  mere  impressions  and 
donclufiions  of  the  parties  or  their  witnesses,  should  be  consid- 
ered and  should  control.  Parties  generally,  and  their  friends 
frequently,  imbibe  strong  opinions  ftom  inconsiderable  causes, 
and  it  is  unsafe  to  place  much  reliance  upon  them.  But  there 
cannot  well  be  any  serious  miisapprehension  as  to  the  existence 
of  fkcts,  especially  when  they  are  of  a  public  nature.  The 
principal  question  is  as  to  the  inferences  to  be  drawn  fix>m 
them. 

It  was  said  in  Jtfessinger  agt  JSbtmes^  (12  Wend.  203,)  that 
l3ie  place  of  trial  should  not  be  changed  by  reason  of  popular 
excitement  or  prejudice,  until  after  an  ineffectual  trial  in  the 
county  where  the  venue  had  been  originally  laid.  But  in  a 
subsequent  case,  {The  People  agt.  WcM,  1  HUl,  179,)  it  was  de- 
cided that  the  venue  might  be  changed  in  a  criminal  case  where 
the  evidence  of  public  excitement  against  the  applicant  was 
strong,  although  there  had  been  no  actual  experiment  made 
by  way  of  trying  the  cause,  or  even  impannelling  a  jury  in  the 
cdunty  where  it  had  been  originally  laid.  The  learned  judge 
who  gave  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case,  remarked,  and  I 
tidnk  correctly,  '<  To  make  such  an  experiment  essential  would 
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seem  to  be  quite  dangerous.  It  is  the  veiy  thmg  whicli  tkeilMP' 
seeks  to  avoid  when  it  is  seen  tbat  the  party  maj,  and  pjoba^ 
bly  will,  be  drawn  into  a  trial  by  a  jury  who,  under,  sji  influ- 
ence of  which  they  themselyes  may  be  hardly  eoBSciouii^  aa 
influence  which  perhaps  no  human  sagacity  can  detect,  may 
pronounce  a  verdict  against  him,  and  conclude  his  rights  for* 
ever."  True,  in  a  case  where  a  verdict  is  palpably  agaioak  iha 
weight  of  evidence  a  new  trial  may  now  be  granted,  but  the 
evil  of  even  an  unjust  conviction  cannot  be  easily  cu]^.  The 
character  of  an  innocent  mau  may  suffer,  and  he  may  be<  sub- 
jected to  great  trouble  azMl  e^qpense.  The  venue  was  changed 
in  the  case  of  The  People  agt  Webb^  in  consequence  of  an  ex- 
citement against  the  prosecutor,  created  by  publications  £pcHa 
the  office  of  the  defendant  The  case  was  by  no  means  as 
strong  as  this  is  represented  to  be,  although  there  is  a  consid* 
ecable  resemblance  in  the  minor  features.  There  was  ajiothflr 
decision  of  the  late  supreme  court^  which  was  not  rq)orted| 
by  which  the  venue  iu  several  actions,  which  I  (as  a  member 
of  the  bar)  had  instituted  against  the  Long  Island  Railroad 
Company,  was  changed  from  the  county  of  Suffolk  by  reason 
of  allied  prejudices  against  the  company,  to  the  county  of 
Bichmond,  although  there  had  been  no  attempt  to  try  either 
of  ihem.  The  objection  that  there  had  been  no  trial  was  strenu- 
ously urged  in  those  cases,  but  it  was  unhesitatingly  overimled. 
In  a  case  where  there  had  been  an  actual  experiment  and  a 
&ilure  to  obtain  a  just  verdict  clearly  traceable  to  undue  exr 
citement  against  the  unsuccessful  party,  that  woiUd  go  &r  to 
show  that  a  trial  should  be  had  elsewhere.  Even  a  &ilure  to 
obtain  any  verdict  is  not,  however,  conclusive  evidence,  when 
attributable  to  popular  excitement,  that  it  prevails  to  such  an 
extent  as  to  require  a  change  of  the  {dace  of  trial,  as  was  de- 
cided iu  the  case  of  The  People' Hg^L  Bodine,  (7  HiUy  181.)  In 
that  case,  however,  there  was  an  actual  necessity  for  the 
change,  as  subsequent  attempts  to  try  the  defendant  in  Bidhr 
mond  county  and  in  the  adjoining  county  of  New- York  proved 
inaffectual.  In  the  late  case  of  The  People  agt  Baker^  where 
I  clumged  the  place  of  trial  on  m  indictment  for  murder,  al* 
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though  I  refeired  to  two  unsuccessful  trials  in  the  county 
where  the  venue  was  laid,  yet  I  relied  much  more  upon  the 
causes  and  other  evidence  of  popular  excitement.  I  do  not 
understand  Judge  .Parker  as  repudiating,  in  the  late  case  of 
The  People  agt.  Wrighi,  (5  How.  Pr.  Rep,  28,)  the  doctrine  of 
the  late  supreme  court  in  The  People  agt.  Wehb^  and  the  later 
cases  to  which  I  have  alluded.  He  says,  that  an  actual  un- 
successful experiment  is  not  the  only  admissible  proof  to  sus- 
tain the  allegation  of  undue  bias  in  the  county  where  the  venue 
is  laid.  He  does  indeed  refer  to  the  case  of  The  People  agt 
TFe&&,  as  the  only  one  cited  or  which  he  had  found,  in  which  a 
change  of  venue  had  been  granted,  on  the  ground  of  excite- 
ment without  a  previous  attempt  to  impannel  a  jury.  But  he 
canvasses  the  proof  in  the  case  before  him  very  closely,  and  re- 
lies upon  its  insufficiency  to  show  the  fact  as  the  ground  of  his 
decision,  which  would  have  been  unnecessary  if  the  technical 
objection  had  been  fatal. 

The  main  allegation  in  the  case  under  consideration,  is,  that 
there  is  a  strong  and  controlling  excitement  against  the  de- 
fendants, upon  the  principal  question  involved  in  these  contro- 
versies, in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  caused  principally  by  those 
who  have  been  instrumental  in  procuring  the  indictments.  It 
is  not  averred,  or  so  far  as  the  papers  go,  even  supposed,  that 
it  prevails  in  the  rural  parts  of  the  county.  According  to 
the  census  of  1855,  the  population  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn  was 
205,250,  while  that  of  the  other  towns  in  the  county  was 
11,105.  Comparatively  the  number  of  jurors  from  the  rural 
districts  must  be  very  small.  In  an  ordinary  panel  there 
would  not  probably  be  enough  to  constitute  a  single  jury. 
Even  if  a  jury  could  be  selected  from  the  county,  there  could 
not  be  more  than  one  from  the  entire  panel,  and  the  other 
cases  would  have  to  be  tried  by  Brooklyn  jurors  or  go  over 
to  another  term.  If,  therefore,  the  objection  to  the  jurors  ex- 
tends no  further  than  to  the  residents  of  Brooklyn,  still  if  it 
prevails  generally  as  to  them,  it  is  enough  to  call  upon  us  to 
change  the  place  of  trial.  Several  facts  have  been  stated  to 
ghow  that  there  is  a  strong  excitement,  and  a  hostile  feeling 
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agaioflt  the  defendants,  in  reference  to  the  charges  of  nuisances 
contained  in  the  indictments,  prevailing  extensively  not  only 
among  the  residents  along  Atlantic  street,  but  extending 
through  the  entire  city.    Before  any  action  by  the  common 
council  against  the  defendants,  meetings  of  the  inhabitants 
were  called  by  hand-bills  and  notices  posted  up  in  many  pub- 
lic places  in  ^e  city  and  in  the  ferryboats.    In  some  of  them 
there  were  such  expressions  as  the  following :  "  Odious  rail- 
road monopoly,"  "running  the  filthy  manure  cars,"  "obstruct* 
ing  the  street  with  a  tunnel,"  "  tremble  tyrants  when  you  read 
the  doctrines  of  our  inalienable  rights,"  "  they  have  usurped 
possesQion  of  the  streets  without  any  legal  right,"  "  this  loco- 
motive nuisance,"  "  the  people  cannot  be  silenced  forever," 
"  its  locomotive  rushes  wildly  on,  dest?t)ying  all  before  it  1 
the  victims !  the  victims !"  "  only  thirteen  Irishmen  and  one 
Dutchman  have  been  killed  by  this  railroad,"  "the  widows 
and  orphans,  who  can  depict  the  result  in  widows  and  or- 
phans ?"  "  the  widows  and  orphans  by  this  road  since  it  crossed 
our  street,"  "  the  railroad  insists  upon  running  the  locomo- 
tives in  our  streets  regardless  of  life  blood !  blood  I  more  blood !" 
One  of  the  meetings  was  called  to  consider,  "  why  South 
Brooklyn  should  be  destroyed  by  nuisances  ?"     "  Why  this 
railroad  is  suffered  to  run  over,  mangle  and  kill  citizens,  with- 
out conscience?"    "  Why  horses  and  vehicles  are  run  down, 
crushed  and  destroyed  in  our  streets,  without  compensation?" 
It  appears  from  one  of  the  papers  submitted  to  us,  that  at  one 
of  the  meetings  called  by  a  public  advertisement,  to  which,  ac- 
cording to  a  statement  in  one  of  the  affidavits,  several  thousand 
names  were  subscribed,  and  held  in  the  large  hall  at  the  Athe- 
neum,  every  seat  in  the  hall  was  filled,  and  that  the  president 
and  three  of  the  vice-presidents  were  ex-mayors  of  the  city, 
and  there  were  twenty-seven  other  vice-presidents,  among 
whom  were  many  gentlemen  of  high  standing  and  extensive 
influence ;  an  application  was  made  to  the  common  council  to 
abate  the  alleged  nuisance.    The  matter  was  referred  to  a  com- 
mittee, which  held  several  meetings  in  a  large  room,  which 
was  dosely  crowded.    The  audience  was  disorderly,  and  ac- 
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cordiDg  to  the  affidavits  presented  by  the  defendants,  waugf 
and  according  to  the  affidavits  in  behalf  of  the  proseoQtiQD|.« 
few  of  the  spectators  hissed  when  th^  coonsel  for  the  de&nd* 
ants  were  addressing  the  conuuittee.  A  report  was  made  de* 
ddedlj  un&vorable  to  the  defendants^  and  the  common  coundl, 
in  accordance  with  the  report,  adopted  a  resolution  condemning 
the  use  of  Atlantic  street  by  the  defendants  as  a  publio  nni*- 
sance.  There  was  no  statement  of  the  votes  of  the  toembeis 
of  the  common  council,  among  th^e  papers  presented  to  us,  but 
a  majority  of  the  aldermen,  representing  a  large  partof  thd  en- 
tire city,  must  have  concurred  in  tke  condemnatioiu  Tkd 
report  of  the  committee  and  the  concurrent  ordinanoe  of  tbe 
common  council  were  eztensivdy  published  in  the  city  papeoL 
Subsequently,  complaints  were  m^  to  a  grand  jury,  composed 
doubtless,  principally  of  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
and  the  same  grand  jury  found  six  indictments  against  the  Long 
Island  Bailroad  Company,  and  three  indictments  against  the 
Brooklyn  and  Jamaica  Bailroad  Company.  Why  so  many  in^ 
dictments  were  found  for  the  etme  offence,  for  the  road  is  ao* 
tually  used  only  by  one  of  the  companies,  was  not  explained 
to  us.  Among  the  papers  presented  to  us,  is  the  copy  of  a 
petition  signed  by  thirty ^five  persons,  containing  strox^  I9pie> 
sentations  against  the  conduct  of  the  defendants,  which  .fous 
addressed  to  the  grand  jury,  and  is  said  to  have  been  i^eeeived 
by  them.  This  was  all  wrong,  and  would,  if  properly  notioed| 
have  gone  far  to  vitiate  the  indictments.  At  the  late  state 
election,  the  candidates  in  Brooklyn  for  the  two  seats  in  the 
Senate,  and  the  seven  seats  in  the  Assembly,  were  cateohioed 
by  a  committee,  upon  the  subject  of  allowing  the  defendants 
to  continue  the  alleged  nuisance,  apd  all  avowed  thdr  opposi- 
tion to  it  These  and  such  as  :the8e,  are  the  &cts  presented  to 
us  by  the  defendants,  in  support  of  their  motion.  They  are 
not  controverted  to  any  considerable  extent  by  the  prosecution. 
There  is  an  affidavit  by  the  district  attorney,  and  there  are 
severaLaffidavits  b;  others,  many  of  whom  have  been  instru- 
mental in  procuring  the  indinftmenl^,  expressing  a  strong  im- 
pression of  those  making  them^  that  an  unbiassed  jury  can 
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eaiQ J  be  obtained  in  the  county  of  Eings.  There  arenofiiete 
ststed,  and  from  the  natore  of  ^e  case  itconld  not  well  be  ex- 
peeted  that  any  should  be  stated,  to  show  that  no  prejudice 
provaiLi  genersdly  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn  against  the  delbnd* 
ants,  upon  the  question  inyolved  in  this  controyersy. 

Taking  into  consideratioii  all  the  circumstances,  it  seems  to 
me,  that  the  defendants  ought  not  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  oon- 
sisting  as  it  must^  if  taken  from  the  body  of  the  county,  prin* 
o^MUy  of  citizens  of  Brooklyn.  I  have  every  confidence  in 
the  intelligence  and  devotion  to  justice  of  the  jurors  of  that 
6^.  But  they  may,  and  probably  have,  imbibed  strong  pi6» 
jodices  upon  a  subject  of  great  public  interest,  and  no  one  is 
willing  to  be  tried  by  jurors  prejudiced  against  himself  or  his 
interest,  however  respectable  and  well  infinmed  they  may  bew 
That  the  residents  on  a  long  and  populous  street|  extending 
fiom  the  South  Ferry  to  Bedford,  are  warmly  and  actively  qp*- 
posed  to  the  defendants  in  this  oontroven^,  and  are  thus  dis* 
cpialified  from  acting  as  jurors,  there  can  be  no  doubt  A  feeling 
opesating  through  such  an  extended  locality  is  apt  to  prevail 
mudi  farther  through  the  influence  of  business  connectioDSi 
fiimily  ties  and  friendly  intercouiBe.  That  it  has  extended  itr 
aslf  ^irough  a  large  portion  of  the  city,  is  apparent  from  the 
large  public  meetings,  the  action  of  the  common  council,  com- 
posed as  it  is  (^repres^itatives  of  the  whole  city,  and,  possibly, 
the  multiplied  action  of  the  grand  jury.  I  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  in  all  this  the  citizens  or  the  common  council,  or  the  grand 
jniy  have  erred,  but  it  does  seem  to  me,  with  the  greatest  re^ 
speot  for  all  of  those  bodies,  that  the  conduct  of  the  public 
meeting  and  the  people's  representatives  indicates  a  for^;pne 
oondusion  against  the  defendants,  which  renders  it  proper  that 
the  questions  to  be  tried  in  these  cases,  should  be  submitted  to 
jurors  to  be  selected  from  another  commimily. 

The  district  attorney  objects  principally  on  the  ground  that 
a.  trial  in  another  county  would  subject  the  witnesses  for  the 
poDOsecution,  who  he  sayB  axe  numerous,  to  great  inconvenience^ 
and  yet  he  states  in  his  affidavit^  that  the  cases  wiU  bedeoided 
principally,  if  not  whoilyi  upon  a  question  of  law.    If  he  is 
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right  in  that,  there  cannot  be  any  ni^nt  necessity  for  the  at- 
tendance of  many  witnesses.  We  are  not  informed  by  the 
papers  before  ns,  nor  do  I  know  from  any  source,  what  par- 
ticular questions  are  inyolved  in  the  general  charge  brought 
against  the  defendants. 

It  is  so  well  understood,  that  I  think  we  may  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  &ct,  that  the  inhabitants  of  our  cities  generally 
suppose  that  the  \ise  of  steam  in  propelling  locomotives  through 
their  streets  is  so  far  noxious  that  it  is  unjustifiable.  If  that 
should  be  the  ground  of  complaint,  or  if  in  addition  to  that,  it 
should  be  contended  that  tunnelling  a  street  for  railway  pur- 
poses was  illegal,  but  few  witnesses  would  be  necessary.  These 
are  the  only  questions  of  law,  which  so  far  as  I  understand  the 
cases,  will  be  probably  involved  on  the  trial 

The  district  attorney  objects  to  sending  the  cases  for  trial  to 
either  of  the  other  counties  on  the  island,  on  the  ground  that 
the  popular  feeling  there  is  in  &vor  of  the  use  of  steam  on  the 
railroad  in  Brooklyn.  The  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of 
such  favorable  feeling  among  the  inhabitants  of  those  counties, 
is  inferior  to  that  going  to  show  the  prevalence  of  hostile  feel* 
ings  in  the  citizens  of  Brooklyn,  but  still  I  am  not  inclined  to 
change  the  place  of  trial  to  either  Suffolk  or  Queens  county. 
It  is  better  that  the  cases  should  be  tried  where  there  is  clearly 
no  popular  bias  or  prejudice  which  might  interfere  with  the 
due  administration  of  justice. 

The  court-house  in  the  county  of  Westchester  is  not  distant 
from  Brooklyn,  and  with  the  present  conveniences  of  travel- 
ling furnished  by  the  railroads,  there  can  be  no  great  incon- 
venience or  heavy  expense  incurred  in  taking  the  witnesses  to 
White  Plains.  For  the  reasons  which  I  have  assigned,  but 
certainly  from  no  distrust  of  the  intelligence  or  ordinary  im- 
partiality of  the  jurors  of  the  county  of  Kings,  I  am  inclined 
to  change  the  place  of  trial  in  the  cases  under  consideration, 
into  the  county  of  Westchester.  Liberty  should,  however,  be 
given  to  the  public  prosecutor  and  the  defendants  to  select  any 
other  county  by  mutual  consent 
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OOXJET  OF  APPEALS. 

The  People  ex  rd.  Wif .  Gorjcan  agt  The  Boabd  of  Metro- 
politan Police, 

Tie  relator  was  a  member  of  the  old  police  of  the  city  of  New-Tork.  When  the 
MetropoUtan  police  came  into  exigence,  they  entertained  charges  against  the 
relator  for  alleged  **  wilful  disobedience  (^  orders  and  insabordination."  The 
q>ecifixsitionof  the  charge  was,  "reftising  to  obey  the  orden  of  his  snpeiior 
officer,  on  the  18th  day  of  June,  1867."  ^ 

On  the  23d  of  June,  a  noHce  requiring  the  relator  to  appear  before  the  Board  of 
Police,  at  a  specified  time  and  place,  to  answer  to  the  charge,  was  delivered  to 
an  officer  for  service,  but  instead  of  being  served  personaUy,  it  was  left  at  a 
station-boiiae,  where  it  was  received  by  another  person,  by  whom  it  was  re- 
tamed.    Neither  the  notice  nor  its  contents  came  to  the  notice  of  the  relator. 

The  officer  who  had  been  charged  with  the  service  of  the  notice,  and  who  had 
only  left  such  notice  at  the  station-house  with  a  person  who  promised  to  deliver 
it  to  the  relator,  made  an  affidavit  of  the  service  of  such  notice^  and  upon  this 
proof  the  Board  of  Police  proceeded  at  the  time  and  place  specified,  to  hear  and 
determine  the  caseu  On  June  26th,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  charge  was  es- 
tablished, and  that  the  relator  be  dismissed  from  the  service  of  the  depart- 
ment 

Edd^  that  under  the  Yth  section  of  the  act  under  whidi  these  proceedings  were 
held,  and  which  dedares  that  no  person  shall  be  removed  from  offioe,  "  except 
upon  written  charges  preferred  against  him  to  the  Board  of  Police,  and  alter  an 
opportunity  shall  have  been  afforded  him  for  being  beard  in  his  defence,"  the 
Board  of  Police  had  no  authority  to  proceed.  Theur  order  of  cUsmissal  was 
void  fur  want  of  jurisdiction.  This  was  equally  so  whether  at  the  time  the  pre- 
cee^ings  were  instituted,  the  relator  was  in  offioe  or  not 

June  Term^  1868. 

Booseyelt,  Jtistice.  This  pase  inyolyes  necessarily  a  sin- 
gle question.  The  7th  section  of  the  new  Police  Act  provides 
that  no  person  shall  be  removed  from  office  in  the  department 
except  upon  written  charges  and  '*  after  an  opportunity  shall 
have  been  afforded  him  of  being  heard  in  his  defence,**  And 
in  the  11th  section  it  is  declared  that  "  no  person  who  shall 
ever  have  been  removed  from  the  police  force  (established  by 
this  act)  for  cause,  shall  be  re-appointed  by  the  Board  of  Police 
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to  any  office  in  the  said  police  force.**  The  judgment  of  re- 
moval rendered  by  the  oommissioners  against  Gbrman,  the  rela- 
tor,  was  pronounced  widiout  notdce ;  ot  at  least  without  any 
such  notice  as  the  law  can  recognize  in  a  case  involving  such 
serious  consequences  to  the  individual  charged,  as  well  as  to 
the  public.  The  case  states  that  the  notices  of  the  charge  made 
and  of  the  time  of  trial,  "  were  never  delivered  or  their  con- 
tents communicated  to  the  men,  and  that  the  relator  was  not 
aware  of  the  notice."  In  a  l^al  sense,  the  rdator  had  no 
"opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his  defence."  The  order  of 
removal  was,  therefore,  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  But 
although  a  nullity  in  itseli^  it  involves  an  apparent  deprivation 
of  a  legal  right.  It  ia  consequently  a  proper  subject  of  review, 
and  being  palpably  erroneous,  should  not  be  allowed  to  stand. 

Without  considering  the  question  whether  the  relator  has 
resigned,  abdicated  or  repudiated  the  office  which  was  tendered 
to  him,  or  in  which  he  was  continued,  by  the  new  law,  or  any 
of  the  other  questions  which  have  been  argued  by  the  counsel, 
and  reserving  those  questions  for  further  advisement  until  the 
case  of  McCune  shall  be  disposed  o^  the  order  under  review 
shall  be  quashed  on  the  single  ground  of  want  of  due  notioOi 

Judgment  of  the  supreme  court  accordingly  affirmed. 

Habbis,  Justice.  At  the  time  the  act  to  establish  a  Meta^ 
politan  police  district  went  into  operation  aa  a  law,  the  relator 
was  a  policeman  in  the  city  of  Ne^York.  The  legislature  in- 
tended  that  he  should  be  transferred  from  the  police  force  as  it 
then  existed,  to  the  new  police  force  for  which  the  act  pro- 
vided. It  needed  no  new  appointment,  nor  any  formal  act  of 
acceptance,  to  constitute  him  a  patrolman  of.  the  Metropolitan 
police. 

But  it  did  require  his  consent.  He  could  neither  be  madft 
a>  patrolman,  nor  having  become  suchj  be  made  to  continue  ia 
*  office  against  his  wilL.  Whether  he  in^  &ct  rejected  the  offieet 
6t  by  his  subsequent  licts  or  conduct  abandoned  it,  and  tihus' 
ceased  to  be  ajmember  of  the  new policefixrce^  is  a queslioit 
iqpon  Whidh  dffieientr  viewBace  entdrtefiiiod,  and  which  for  tibe 
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porpcMS  of  this  eaae,  it  ja  not  deemed  neceMaiy  to  detep* 
mina. 

Wliethi^  he  was  in  offiee  or  not,  ibe  Board  of  Polioe  ciirber- 
tained  cliarges  agaiiuit  bim,  and  aaanmed  to  try  him.  An  oiv 
derwM  made  that  he  be  difflniflBedfix>m  office.  These  piooeed- 
ingel,  we  all  agree,  irere  illegal  A  oharge  had  been  prefexred 
against  the  relator.  The  offenoe  alleged  was  "  wilfol  disobe^ 
dience  of  orders  and  insubordination."  The  specification  of 
Ae  charge  was  "  refusing  to  obey  the  orders  of  Us  superior 
officer  on  the  18th  day  of  June.''  On  the  28d  of  June,  a  no- 
tice requiring  the  relator  to  appear  before  the  Board  of  Polioe, 
at  •  specified  time  and  place,  to  answer  to  the  ehaige,  was  de- 
Urezed  to  an  officer  for  service,  but  instead  of  being  served 
p^sonally,  it  was  left  at  a  station-house,  where  it  was  re- 
ceived by  another  p^son,  by  whom  it  was  retained.  Nei- 
iker  the  notice  nor  its  contents  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
Klator.  \ 

1%6  officer  who  had  been  charged  wi&  the  service  of  the 
notice,  and  who  had  only  left  such  notice  at  the  station-house 
wi&  a  person  who  promised  to  deliver  it  to  the  relator,  made 
an  affidavit  of  the  service  of  subh  notice,  and  upon  this  proof 
the  Board  of  Police  proceeded,  at  the  time  and  place  specified, 
to  hear  and  determii»  the  case.  On  June  26ih,  it  was  ad* 
judged  that  the  charge  was  established,  and  that  the  relator  be 
dismisaed  and  removed  firom  the  service  of  the  department 

By  the  7th  secticm  of  the  act  under  which  these  proceedings 
were  held,  it  is  declared  that  no  person  shall  be  removed  from 
effiee,  ^  except  upon  written  diargea  pre/erred  against  him  to  the 
Board  i^  PoUee^  and  after  an  opportunity  ehaU  have  been  ajffarded 
him  of  being  heard  in  htsdrfenoej'^  The  return  made  by  the  de- 
fendattfs  themselves,  shows  that  the  rdator  bad  no  opportunity 
ef  beisg  heard.  No  notice  was  served  upon  him,  and  he  was 
entirely  iguOTant  that  ^x>ceediBgB  had  been  instituted  against 
lam,  umtil  after  sratesce  of  dismissal  had  been  pronounced 
Under  these  cirGumstances,  the  Board  of  Police  had  no  au- 
flumty  topiooeed.  Their<»rder  of  disQUSsal  was  void  for  want 
cf  junsdiotion.    This  was  equally  00^  whether  at  the  time 
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the  prooeedings  were  instituted,  the  relator  was  in  office  or 
not 

It  18  true,  that  if  the  relator  was  not  actually  in  office  at  the 
time  the  charges  were  preferred  against  him,  the  Board  of  Po- 
lice would  have  had  no  authority  to  try  him,  even  if  he  had 
been  served  with  notice  to  appear  before  them.  The  proceed- 
ings would  have  been  absolutely  void  And  yet  they  should 
not  be  allowed  to  stand  upon  record  against  the  relator.  Were 
the  only  effect  of  a  sentence  of  dismissal  to  remove  the  party 
£x)m  office,  he  would  have  no  right  to  complain  of  such  sen- 
tence, if  at  the  time  it  was  pronounced,  he  was  already  out  of 
office.  But  it  is  declared  by  the  12th  section  of  the  act  orga- 
nizing the  Board  of  Police,  that  no  person  who  shall  ever  have 
been  removed  from  the  police  force  for  cause,  shall  be  re-ap- 
pointed by  the  Board  of  Police  to  any  office.  The  effect  of 
the  sentence,  so  long  as  it  stands  unreversed,  is  to  furnish  pn* 
ma  fade  evidence  that  the  relator  is  disqualified  from  holding 
office  in  the  Metropolitan  police  force.  Conceding,  therefore^ 
that  the  relator  was  not  in  office,  he  still  had  a  right  to  have 
the  proceedings  against  him  reversed,  on  the  ground  that  their 
effect,  if  allowed  to  stand,  might  be  to  render  him  ineligible  to 
office  in  future. 

It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  decision 
of  which  the  relator  complains  cannot  be  reviewed  upon  oerti" 
crari.  If,  as  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  suppose,  the  order 
or  sentence  dismissing  the  relator  from  office  was  an  exercise 
erf  administrative  or  executive  power,  the  objection  would,  un- 
doubtedly, be  well  grounded.  But  the  proceedings  in  quesh 
tion  are  to  be  regarded  SiS  judicial  in  their  character.  It  is  the 
office  of  certiorari  to  confine  inferior  officers  or  tribunals  exer- 
cising judicial  powers,  within  the  boundariesof  their  jurisdic- 
tion. The  order  in  question  being  a  judicial  proceeding,  it  is 
a  proper  subject  of  review  upon  certiorari.  As  we  have  al- 
ready seen,  the  relator  was  entitled  to  be  heard  before  the  de> 
fendants  were  authorized  to  make  the  order  against  him.  Not 
having  had  this  opportunity,  the  proceedings  were  illegal 
Upon  this  ground  alone,  and  tvithout  reference  to  the  question^ 
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^ohi&et  at  the  time  the  proceedings  were  instituted  against  Am,  the 
rdator  toas  in  office  or  nat^  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court 
flhould  be  affirmed 
All  the  judges  coneuniug ;  judgment  affirmed. 


SUPBEME  OOUBT. 
Hatwood  agt  Shaw  and  others. 

Ibe  aaaatioa  to  record  an  inatniment  doea  not  prejudice  the  rig^t  of  thegiantee^ 
as  against  a  sabsequent  grantee,  wUh  noUoe. 

It  waa  heid  in  this  case,  that  the  plaintiff  through  his  agent,  had  notice  from  the 
facts  and  circumstances,  of  a  prior  mortgage  to  his  own,  although  it  was  unie- 
oorded ;  and  that  such  prior  mortgage  was  decreed  to  be  prior  in  lien  upon  the 
,  to  the  plaintiff's  mortgage. 


New^Torh  Special  Term,  April,  1858. 
Application  for  judgment  on  mortgage  foreclosure. 


'  for  plaintiff . 
for  dsfendanis. 


Clsbejs,  Justice.  The  omission  to  record  an  instrument^ 
does  not  prejudice  the  right  of  the  grantee  as  against  a  subse- 
quent grantee,  with  notice.  The  only  question  here  is,  had 
the  plaintiff  notice  ?  The  plaintiff  and  his  agent  well  knew 
that  Shaw  was  not  the  owner  of  the  property,  at  the  time  of 
the  negotiation  relative  to  the  loan ;  but  that  he  was  about 
to  purchase  it  from  the  defendant  Morrill.  His  agent  knew 
that  the  house  was  worth  $10,000,  and  that  that  was  the  price 
for  which  it  was  to  be  sold.  He  knew  that  Shaw  had  no  cash 
to  pay  for  it,  but  the  $1,000  which  he  was  to  procure  from  the 
pldnti£^  and  that  there  was  a  prior  mortgage  for  $6,000. 
Could  they  have  supposed,  that,  contrary  to  all  usage,  the  ven* 
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4or  #OTzld  have  tak^  an  unseoozed  promige  for  the  lemmtt- 
A»  ?  When  we  add  to  this,  the  much  stronger  circumstance, 
that  all  parties  were  present  at  the  time  of  the  ddiveiy  of  liie 
deed  by  the  vendor  to  Shaw,  the  delivery  of  the  mortgage  for 
a  part  of  the  consideration  bj  Shaw,  the  drawing  of  the  notes, 
and  the  payment  of  the  $1,000  lent  by  the  plaintiff  to  Shaw, 
the  only  amount  in  cash  pmd  on  the  transaction,  and  the  de» 
livery  of  the  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff's  agent,  to  secure  the 
plaintiff's  loan,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  that  the  plaintiff 
through  his  agent,  had  not  notice  of  &e  vendor's  mortgage. 

I  therefore  adjudge  the  priority  of  Miss  Morrill's  mortgage, 
and  let  it  be  r^erred  to  John  Harnett,  Esq.,  89  William- 
street^  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  on  each  mortgage,  and 
.  when  this  is  ascertained,  let  judgment  be  entered  accordingly, 
payment  to  be  made  out  of  Ihe  proceeds  of  the  sale,  according 
t6  the  priority  here  adjudged,  without  costs  to  the  plaintiff  axid 
if  tiie  proceeds  .are  not  sufficient  to  pay  Miss  Morrill's  eosts, 
the  plaintiff  must  pay  them. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Chables  Cbuyt,  Respondent  agt  John  Phillifs,  Appel- 
lant. 

I9  pleading  an  attadimeDt^  It  is  not  neoetsaiy  to  show  lis  regolaritj  in  orte  to 
«^w  juijfldiotion  in  the  officer  iflBaing  it^  and  juiiadlctloa  is  all  that  need  ho 
pleaded. 

In  an  action  on  an  undertaking  on  attachment  in  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction, 
it  is  nnneoessaiy  even  to  allege  Jurisdiction.  It  is  enough  to  allege  the  pen- 
deopT  of  such  a  suit;  the  jurisdiction  of  the  officer  to  issue  the  attachment  no* 
jdeoending  upon  the  truth  or  suffidenoj  of  the&ots  upon  which  the  attachment 
was  granted,  but  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  the  suit  was 
brought,  and  the  order  made. 

KiHg$  Omerai  Term^  Fekruary^  1868. 
AppsaIj  from  judgment  of  city  court  of  Brooklyn,  OTeinil' 
iag  demuirer  €f  defisndaat  to  complaiDit  of  plaintiff 
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This  ttotiim  was  origimillj  oommeneed  in  the  c%  court  of 
Biooldjn,  by  Ckarks  Cnijt,  plaintiff  against  William  F. 
Schmidt  and  John  Phillips^  defendants.  The  complaint  was 
as  follows :  The  complaint  in  this  action  respectfally  shows, 
tiiat  ^i  or  abont  the  18th  day  of  Sept^nber,  1654,  an  attach- 
ment issued  out  of  the  supreme  courts  in  an  action  commenced 
hj  Oiarles  Cmyt,  the  plaintiff  herein,  against  Paul  M.  Bie- 
buydc,  to  oreoover,  First,  the  fMTOceeds  of  the  sale  of  certain 
goods,  laces  and  embroideries  of  the  plaintiff,  and  damages  for 
tiie  conversion  of  said  Biebuyck  to  his  own  use  of  certain 
other  goods,  laces  and  embroideries  of  said  plaintiff;  second, 
for  money  lent  by  said  plaintiff  to  said  Biebuyck  on  his  own 
request ;  *nd  third,  ffsr  money  due  by  said  Biebuyck  to  said 
plaintiff;  that  afterwards,  and  on  or  about  the  first  of  Noyem- 
b^*,  1864,  the  said  Biebuyck  having  appeared  in  said  action, 
and  being  about  to  apply  for  a  discharge  of  said  attachment^ 
the  defendants  herein,  William  F.  Schmidt  and  John  Phillips, 
und^took  in  the  sum  of  $1,700,  that  they  would,  on  demand, 
pay  to  the  plaintiff,  said  Cruyt^  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
whidi  might  be  Fecovered  against  said  Biebuyck  in  that  ac- 
tion, not  exceeding  said  last-mentioned  amount ;  that  said  at* 
taehment  was  thereupon  discharged,  and  that  subsequently, 
and  on  the  6th  of  July,  1866,  said  plaintiff  recovered  a  judg- 
mmt  against  said  Biebuyc^  in  said  action,  for  $416.40  dam- 
ages and  costs,  as  appears  by  the  record  and  docket  thereof 
duly  entered  and  docketed,  July  6th,  1866,  in  the  county 
dkk^B  office  of 'Kings  county  ;  that  the  said  Biebuyck  has  not 
paid  the  amount  of  said  judgment,  or  any  part  thereof;  that  a 
demand  of  payment  thereof  to  said  plaintiff  was  duly  made  of 
said  defendants,  on  or  about  the  16th  day  of  March,  1866, 
which  they  and  each  of  tiiem  refused ;  and  that  they  have 
nev^  paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  said  plaintiff  al- 
though often  requested  and  demanded  so  to  do,  but  are  justly 
indebted  to  &e  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  premises,  in  the  sum 
of  $416.40,  with  interest  thereon  from  July  6th,  1866. 

Wherdbre,  &c.,  the  defendants  demurred  to  the  complainl^ 
for  want  of  sufficient  &cts  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.    The 
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demurrer  being  overroled  and  judgment  entered  thereuponi 
the  defendant  Phlllip8»  appealed  therefrom  to  the  general  term 
of  this  court 

J.  D,  DuNN,y&r  appdlanij  made  and  argued  the  following 
points: 

First  Prior  to  the  Code,  it  was  necessary  in  pleading  the 
proceediogs  of  inferior  courts  or  officers  of  special  jurisdictioUi 
to  state  the  &ct3  conferring  jurisdiction.  {Cleveland  agt.  Sog- 
ers, 6  Wend.  488 ;  (hmell  agt  Barnes,  7  HiU,  86,  and  *  note; 
The  People  agt  Koeber,  7  HiU,  89;  Barnes  agt  Harris,  8  Bar- 
lour,  608.) 

Second.  The  Code  contains  no  provision  dispensing  with  this 
necessity,  except  that  which  is  embraced  in  section  161,  which 
is  as  follows :  '^  In  pleading  a  judgment  or  other  determination 
of  a  court  or  officer  of  special  jurisdiction,  it  shall  not  be  ne- 
cessary to  state  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction,  but  such  judg* 
ment  or  determination  may  be  stated  to  haye  been  duly  given 
or  made.  If  such  allegation  be  controverted,  the  party  plead- 
ing shall  be  bound  to  establish  on  the  trial  the  facts  conferring 
jurisdiction." 

Third.  The  officer  issuing  a  warrant  of  attachment,  is  an 
officer  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction. 

1st  The  power  to  issue  an  attachment  is  derived  £rom  spe- 
cial statute.    {Code,  %  228.) 

2d.  The  act  of  issuing  an  attachment  is  not  the  act  of  the 
court  as  such,  but  the  act  of  the  judge  from  whom  the  warrant 
is  obtained,  who  may  be  either  a  judge  of  the  court  in  which 
the  action  is  brought,  or  a  county  judge.    {Code,  §  228.) 

8d.  The  act  of  issuing  an  attachment  is  an  act  done  out  of 
court,  and  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court,  like  any  other  officer 
when  acting  out  of  court,  is  an  officer  of  limited  jurisdiction, 
(18  Howard's  Rep,  p.  874.) 

Fourth.  The  complaint  in  this  action  is  bad,  inasmuch  as  it 
neither  sets  up  the  &cts  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon 
the  officer  who  issued  the  attachment,  nor  does  it  state  that  an 
attachment  was  duly  issued. 
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Howard  C.  Cadt,  for  respondent^  made  and  argued  the  fol- 
lowing points : 

First  The.complaiDt  sets  fortli  that  an  attachment  issned 
out  of  the  supreme  court,  in  an  action  commenced  to  recoveri 
among  other  things,  for  the  conversion  of  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiff; that  defendants  appeared  and  undertook  on  discharge  of 
such  attachment^  to  pay  judgment^  if  recovered,  on  demand ; 
that  the  attachment  was  thereupon  discharged ;  that  judgment 
was  subsequently  duly  entered,  &c.,  thereupon  a  demand  made, 
and  that  judgment  remains  unpaid ;  the  record  and  docket  are 
also  set  up. 

This  is  su£Eicient.  {Slack  agt.  ffealh,  1  AbboUCs  iV.  J2.  884 ; 
Ward  agt  Begg,  18  Barb.  &  C.  R.  142 ;  Loimis  agt  Broum^ 
18  Barb.  &  C.  R.  880.) 

Per  Gbidley. — "  ^e  complaint  sets  forth  the  nature  of  the 
suit  so  £Eur  as  to  show  that  an  injunction  was  granted  in  it  by 
ajustice  of  this  court,  *  *  it  was  *  *  commenced  *  *  issues 
joioed  *  *  and  a  judgment  rendered  therein.  This  is  a  suffi- 
cient statement" 

Seoond.  As  to  jurisdiction,  the  "  attachment  issued  out  of 
the  supreme  court,"  and  that  court  has  general  jurisdiction; 
and  as  to  whether  fcu^ts  showed  a  case  for  an  attachment,  it  has 
been  decided  that  "  an  attachment  under  the  Oxle  is  an  order 
issued  as  a  judicial  determination,  from  the  fiicts,  that  the  case 
is  one  in  which  an  attachment  should  be  granted."  ThereforOi 
it  is  not  necessary  to  set  up  those  &cts ;  their  sufficiency  must 
be  presumed.    {Oenin  agt  Thompkins,  12  Barb.  &  C.  R.  .287.) 

Third.  The  parties  to  the  undertaking  are  precluded  there- 
by as  to  these  questions  of  jurisdiction  or  &ct  They  have  made 
their  undertaking  and  limited  the  same  to  three  points : 

Ist  As  to  whether  judgment  has  been  recovered,  and  it  is 
alleged  that  the  same  was  duly  entered,  and  the  judgment  and 
its  docket  are  set  up. 

2d.  Whether  it  is  unpaid,  and  that  is  alleged ;  and, 

8d.  Whether  there  has  been  a  demand,  and  that  is  alleged. 
{Loomis  agt  Brown^  id;  Haggari  agt  Morgan^  1  Sdd.  428; 
The  People  agt  Falconer^  2  iSandf.  R  81,  aiid  cases  died.) 
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PBrSAKsroBS."— ^Tbe  e^eotim  of  Hie  (adimiiistaMitor's) 
bond  predudes  botli  prinoipalB  and  sureties  from  gainsajiiig 
Od  mnogate-8  jiufiadictioxi,  in  aay  prooeadings  for  the  assets 
whkk  &e  appointmeBi  and  bond  hare  (enabled  Ike  principal 
tojeoeive." 

FxmrA^  The  161fit  section  of  the  Code  is  not  applicable  heie. 
TBm  Ittdgment  was  not  1j%at  of  aocHirt  or  officer  of  special  jm*' 
wiiotion. 

The  words  ''  duly  or  in  puzsuance  of  statute,"  may  be  used 
Wiheve  proyided  for  by  statute,  but  they  add  nothing  elsewheio 
in  pleading.  They  were  not  fiu^ts.  {Shaw  agt  TdAias^  i 
am.l£8) 

By  the  court — ^Ekott,  Justice.  An  attachment  in  an  aetioa 
in  this  coort^  is  not  process  by  whidi  a  suit  is  commenced,  but 
merely  a  pioTisional  recoedy.  In  this  respect  it  is  like  an  in* 
jimdaon.  It  has,  iherefore,  been  held  that  the  stateBumts  in 
the  affidan^  on  which  an  attachment  is  issued,  are  not  jurisdio* 
tional  &cts;  that  the  attachment  is  not  void  if  the  statemaiils 
ase  iitsufficient,  and  that  any  defeets  in  the  affidavits  may  be 
sqpplkd  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  attachmiNrt.  Thejnria* 
dijctiou  is  eonfeneed  by  theeommeneementof  thesuit,  allafterw 
wards  is  a  question  of  sogulaiity  er  of  the  discreet  exercise  of 
peiDer.  In  pleading  an  attachment,  thcFefoise,  it  is  n<rt  neeoa- 
aary  to  show  its  nsguiarity  in  order  to  show  jurisdiction  in  the 
officer  issuing  it,  and  jurisdiction  is  all  ihti/t  need  be  pleaded. 

Again;  the  attachment  is  an  order  of  a  judge  acting  as  an 
offieer  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  and  made  under  the 
jnriadiction  cf  the  «ourt  aoquised  by  tiie  commencement  of  a 
suit  Nothing  but  the  oommencement  of  the  suit  was  needed 
to  confer  the  jurisdiction,  and  as  the  suit  in  this  case  was  in  a 
oourt  of  general  jimscjietion,  it  is  unnecessary  even  to  allege 
this. 

At  all  srf>ent8,  it  is  deaz^  ihat  as  Ibe  jurisdiction  of  the  offi- 
oar  io  issue  the  attachment  did  not  di^nd  upon  the  truth  or 
floSeienBy  of  the &ctBup^i  whid^ Reattachment  wasgranted, 
but  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  the  suit  waa 
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broogbt  and  the  order  made,  it  is  enough  to  allege  Ae  pBtf 
dencj  of  sach  a  stdt.  If  it  were  odierwise,  as  the  qmestion  of 
joEffldiction  is  certainly  an  issoable  question,  no  allegation 
is  neoeasaiy  in  a  pleading  which  is  not  material  and  trayena^ 
ble.  {Ensign  agt  Sherman^  14  How.  489.)  Upon  a  tiavene 
hy  the  defendant  of  such  an  allegation  as  his  demuixer  calls 
for,  the  Buffioienej  and  the  truth  of  all  die  statements  on  whidi 
the  attachment  was  allowed,  could  be  inquired  into  in  this  col- 
lateral  action.  That  is,  in  an  action  on  an  attachment  bond, 
the  jurisdiction  <^  the  officer  who  granted  the  attachment  must 
be  stated  and  shown  by  pleading  and  proving  the  ooirectBesB 
of  his  decision  in  granting  it  Such  a  rule  of  law  or  pleading 
would  be  intolerable* 

The  judgment  of  the  cily  court  is  correct  and  should  be 
affinned. 


NEW-YOBK  COMMON  PLEAS- 
Philologos  Hollky  agi  Henbt  D.  Townsenb, 

A  nuui  18  not  entitled  to  a  eoTfimMon  from  the  owner,  forlnibnnfaiga  Irokdr  that 

oertain  lots  are  in  the  market,  a  pnichaaer  ibr  which  is  afterwards  prooored  If^ 

the  brolcer  throagh  socb  infennation. 
And  this  is  so,  where  the  man  had  previonBly  had  a  limited  contract  for  acommls- 

sion  for  the  sale  of  the  lots,  and  at  its  expiration  informed  the  owner  that  ha 

could  do  nothing  with  them. 
A  right  to  a  commission  most  be  fbcmded  upoe  ocatract  exprMsed  or  imptted. 

General  Term,  1858- 

Btfort  Hilton,  Daly  and  Bbadt,  Judges. 

This  action  was  commenced  by  Philologos  Hollej  to  recover 

of  Henry  D.  Townsend,  a  conunisnon  of  one  per  cent,  amonnt* 

ing  to  $150,  for  selling  six  lots  on  forty-seventh  street    These 

lots  acre  a  portion  of  a  row  extending  along  &e  north  side  of 

,  £»ty-8eyenth  street^  from  Broadway  to  Sixth  avennei  pop* 
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-  *  -  - 

obased  by  Mr.  Bulkley,  and  on  which  he  has  since  erected  a 
row  of  large  brown  stone  dwdlings. 

In  September,  1856,  immediately  on  his  return  from  Europe, 
Mr.  Townsend  was  called  on  by  Byron  M.  HoUey,  a  son  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  proposed  to  find  him  a  purchaser  for  the  lote^ 
Mr.  Townsend  agreeing  to  pay  him  a  commission  if  be  did, 
and  gave  him  by  letter,  until  a  certain  Friday,  to  report  whe* 
ther  he  could  do  anything.  Byron  M.  Holley  called  on  the 
day  fixed,  and  said  he  could  do  nothing  with  the  lots. 

In  the  following  winter,  another  broker,  John  O'Higgins, 
called  upon  Mr.  Townsend  and  negotiated  for  the  lots.  Mr. 
Townsend  asked  him  if  he  intended  to  charge  a  commission. 
He  replied  that  he  did,  upon  which  Mr.  Townsend  declined  to 
sell  the  lots.  O'Higgins  called  the  next  day  and  agreed  to 
charge  no  commission,  whereupon  the  sale  to  Mr.  Bulkley  was 
completed,  and  the  contract  signed. 

This  was  in  February,  1867.  Mr.  O'Higgins  admitted  on 
the  trial,  that  he  was  acting  in  behalf  of  Mr.  Bulkley,  the  pur- 
chaser, who  had  agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission.  He  also 
testified  that  he  had  been  informed  about  the  lots  by  the  plain- 
tiff before  he  went  to  Mr.  Townsend,  and  that  he  told  Mr. 
Townsend  that  he  came  from  Mr.  Bulkley.  This  Mr.  Town- 
send  denied. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  was  originally  employed  to  seU  the  lots,  and  that 
O'Higgins,  who  actually  effected  the  sale,  obtained  his  infor- 
mation from  him ;  that  the  sale  was  therefore  effected  by  his 
agency.  *  , 

The  defendant  insisted  that  the  employment  of  the  plaintiff 
terminated  when,  on  a  day  fixed,  he  reported  he  could  do 
nothing  with  the  lots ;  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale ;  that  if  O'Higgins 
acted  in  any  capacity  for  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  was  bound 
by  his  agreement  to  charge  no  commission. 

On  the  trial  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
case  was  taken  by  appeal  to  the  general  term,  where  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed. 
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L.  J,  GtoovALR,Jbr  plaintiff. 
Wk.  R  iLLBTJif^  far  defendant. 

HiL'fON,  Judge.  In  the  &I1  of  1866,  the  defendant  owned 
six  lots  on  forty-seventh  street  in  thiscily ;  the  plaintiff's  son, 
Byron  M.  Holley,  called  to  inquire  their  price,  and  to  learn 
what  commissions  the  defendant  would  give  upon  a  sale. 

The  testimony  is  conflicting  as  to  whether  or  not  Byron  M. 
Holley  stated  to  the  defendant  that  he  came  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  and  it  is  quite  evident  from  the  letter  of  the  defend- 
ant to  Byron  M.  Holley,  in  'evidence,  that  he,  and  not  the 
plaintiff,  was  the  person  with  whom  the  defendant  supposed 
he  was  dealing.  This  negotiation  was  finally  ended  by  Byron 
M.  Holley  calling  upon  and  informing  defendant  of  the  inabil- 
ity of  Holley,  or  the  party  for  whom  he  had  acted,  to  purchase 
the  lots.  The  defendant  was  then  justified  in  supposing  that, 
as  the  negotiations  entered  upon  by  Holley  had  ceased,  all  ob- 
ligations connected  with,  or  incident  to  it,  were  at  an  end. 

Some  time  after,  a  Mr.  O'Higgins  called  on  the  defendant 
respecting  these  lots,  having  been  informed  of  his  ownership 
by  Holley,  (whether  plaintiff  or  his  son  is  not  specified.) 
O'Higgins  says  that  he  distinctly  told  defendant  when  he 
called,  that  he  <3ame  from  Holley,  and  the  defendant  states 
directlj  the  contrary.  But  whether  O'Higgins  so  stated  or 
not,  is  quite  immaterial,  because  he  and  the  defendant  agree 
as  to  what  subsequently  took  place  respecting  the  sale  and 
commissions. 

Upon  O'Higgins  opening  the  conversation  with  the  defend- 
ant respecting  these  lots,  the  defendant  inquired  whether  com- 
missions were  to  be  charged  him;  being  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  he  at  once  declined  to  sell  on  the  terms  pro- 
posed. O'Higgins  then  left,  and  as  it  appears  from  the  testi- 
monj  of  the  witness  Day,  having  in  the  meantime  secured  his 
commissions  from  the  purchaser,  called  the  day  after  on  the 
defendant,  and  agreed  to  take  the  lots  and  charge  no  conmiis- 
flion.  This  agreement  was  distinctly  reiterated  at  the  time  de- 
fendant executed  and  delivered  to  O'Higgins  the  final  contract 
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of  sale,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  sabscribing  witness  Long. 
Under  the  drcnmstances,  it  seems  difficult  to  understand  upon 
what  principle  the  defendant  can  be  held  liable  to  the  plaintiff 
for  conunissions  on  this  sale. 

Long  before  its  negotiation  commenced,  any  contract  which 
existed  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  respecting  these 
lots,  was  put  an  end  to  by  the  mutual  understanding  of  die 
parties  to  it,  and  throughout  the  interviews  which  terminated 
in  the  sale  finally  made,  it  was  distinctly  and  expressly  agreed 
between  the  defendant  and  O'Higgins,  that  no  commimoa 
was  to  be  expected  or  paid. 

The  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  reyexsed. 

Daly,  First  Judge-— Concurred,  and  gave  the  following 
opinion :  I  agree  with  Judge  Hilton.  Byron  M.  HoUey  tes- 
tified that  Townsend  told  him  that  the  lots  were  for  sale,  and 
that  he  Would  pay  a  commission  of  one  per  cent  ^ownaend 
testified  that  he  gave  Byron  M.  Holley  until  Friday  to  see 
what  he  could  do,  upon  which  day  he  called  and  said  he  could 
do  nothing  with  the  lots.  Before  this  point  there  is  no  con- 
flicty  and  it  is,  I  think,  decisive  of  the  case.  Even  if  Byron  M.. 
Holley  told  Townsend  that  he  came  from  the  plaintiff  this 
must  be  construed  as  a  contract  to  pay  a  commission,  provided 
a  purchaser  was  procured  by  the  day  fixed.  On  that  day  By* 
ion  M.  Holley  called,  and  told  Townsend  he  could  do  nothing, 
and  the  employment  was  at  an  end.  A  sale  was  afterwards 
'  effected  through  O'Higgins,  who  obtained  his  commissions  fixHa 
the  purchaser,  Townsend  having  refused  to  pay  him  a  com- 
mission. The  plaintiff  did  notprocure  the  purchaser ;  he  merely 
informed  another  broker  that  the  defendant  had  the  lots  for 
sale,  and  that  broker  procured  the  purchaser  and  sought  to  get 
the  defendaut  to  payhim  a  commission  for  effecting  the  sale^ 
which  the  defendant  declined.  There  was  no  employment  ex- 
isting when  plaintiff  informed  O'H^gins  that  the  lots  were  for 
sale,  and  a  man  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  £rom  the  owner 
for  informing  a  broker  1^  certain  lots  are  in  the  market^  a 
pqwihaser  for  which  is  afterwards  procuied  by  the  broken    A 
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light  to  a  commission  must  be  founded  upon  a  contract  ex- 
pressed or  implied,  and  none  existed  between  the  defendant 
and  the  plaintiff  when  O'Higgins  procured  the  purchaser. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Judge  Brady  delivered  a  dissenting  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Moses  M.  Jonss  agt  The  Unitkd  States  Slate  Compaky. 

Cte  a  nxotian  to  aet  aalde  a  jiidgmeat  tak«  Ijy  defiwiH  Ibr  in^^ 
oomj^Wnt  waa  not  sworn  tov  and  becaoae  there  was  no  legal  evidence  of  the 
service  of  the  sununoDS,  which  was  made  upon  the  Tn^nnging  agent  of  the  de- 
fendautl,  there  being  no  affidavit  annexed  verifying  the  signature  of  tiie  agent^ 
^ogave  an  admSssion  of  service; 

Ali^  that  these  were  inegolaritieawhibh  should  have  been  taken  advantage  of 
jmnpUj,  and  at  the  first  opportunitj.  The  delay  in  moving  was  hM  to  the 
motion  m  this  respect  Under  the  facts  and  drcomstances  presented,  the  pUiin- 
tiffwaa  allowed  to  amend  wuno  pro  iunc^  by  filing  his  affidavit  of  verification 
liffhe  complaint ;  and  was  also  allowed  to  annex  an  affidavit  verifying  the 
Bipiatiire  of  the  agent  of  the  defendants. 

tee  of  the  defendants^  a  non-resident^  who  had  been  proceeded  against  by  attach- 
ment (after  the  issuing  and  return  of  execution  unsatisfied  upon  the  judgment 
by  de&ulty)  moved  to  be  let  in  to  defend  on  the  merits.  The  case  was  a  pecu- 
liar one  m  the  respect  that  one  member  of  the  company  (defendants)  swofe 
agahist  another.  One,  the  non-resident  defendant  affirming,  and  one^  the  man- 
agiBg  BflciK^  denying  that  there  was  a  defence.  Under  these  circumstaaoea^ 
something  more  than  the  usual  affidavit  of  merits  was  required  to  authorize 
the  court  to  let  in  the  defendant  to  defend.  Such  terms  and  conditions  were^ 
therefore,  imposed  that  the  plaintiff's  rights  under  his  attachment  might  not  be 
ptxt  in  Jeopardy,  by  requiring  security  in  an  undertaking,  that  the  defendant 
pay  any  amount  which  the  plaintiff  should  finally  succeed  in  estahUshlog  od 
thetrial^aa 

W(uh£7igton  Special  Term^  Jvme^  1857. 

MonoK  to  set  aside  judgment. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  against  defendants  in  the 

Vol.  XVL  9 
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aboye  action,  on  the  22d  of  October,  1856,  for  $1,668.25,  dama- 
ges and  costs,  and  filed  roll  in  Washington  county. 

The  complaint  was  not  sworn  to,  but  the  plaintiff  took 
his  judgment  without  any  formal  proof  before  the  clerk. 
He  swears  that  it  was  intended  to  swear  to  the  complaint; 
but  that  he  was  absent  from  the  county  when  the  judgment  was 
taken,  and  was  unable  to  verify  his  complaint ;  but  that  the 
whole  amount  of  the  judgment  was  for  a  just  demand ;  that  no 
offsets  justly  exist  against  it,  and  proposes  to  amend  the  com* 
plaint  by  annexing  thereto  his  affidavit  of  verification ;  that 
the  company  is  insolvent  and  wholly  unable  to  pay  its  debts, 
and  that  execution  on  the  judgment  has  been  returned  by  the 
sheriff  of  Washington  county  wholly  unsatisfied ;  that  since 
the  return  of  the  execution  he  has  commenced  an  action  against 
Seth  H.  Butler,  who  was  a  stockholder  in  said  company,  to  an 
amount  far  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  at  the  time 
the  debt  was  contracted,  and  was  secretary  of  the  company ; 
that  Butler  as  well  as  Bobert  M.  Jones,  the  general  agent  of 
the  company,  on  whom  the  sunmions  in  this  action  was  served, 
repeatedly  admitted  that  the  debt  was  a  just  one,  but  that  the 
company  was  insolvent,  and  would  beat  plaintiff  on  the  execu- 
tion ;  that  the  action  against  Butler  was  commenced  by  attach- 
ment, he  being  then  and  still  a  non-resident  of  this  state,  resid- 
ing in  Philadelphia ;  that  the  sheriff  attached  some  real  estate 
of  Butler's  in  the  county  of  Washington,  which  is  the  only 
property  real  or  personal  of  the  said  Butler,  or  either  of  the 
stockholders  of  the  company,  from  which  any  part  of  the  judg- 
ment can  be  collected ;  that  soon  after  the  service  of  the  attach- 
ment, Butler  conveyed  the  said  real  estate  so  attached  to  his 
brother  Cyrus  Butler,  without  consideration  as  he  believes,  and 
that  if  the  judgment  is  set  aside,  and  his  lien  under  the  attach- 
ment destroyed,  he  will  probably  lose  the  whole  amount  of 
his  debt^  as  the  land  attached  is  inadequate  security  for  the  debt; 
that  the  attachment  was  served  on  Butler's  agent  in  Gran- 
ville, on  the  1st  day  of  December,  1866,  and  a  copy  left 
with  the  agent,  which  was  immediately  sent  to  Butler  at  Phila- 
delphia ;  that  a  copy  ^f  the  complaint  duly  verified  against 
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Butler,  setting  forth  the  judgment  in  this  action,  was  served 
on  his  attorney  on  the  28th  of  February,  1857,  and  an  answer 
served  on  plaintiff's  attorney  on  the  20th  of  March,  1857 ;  that 
Butler  and  his  attorney  were  informed  of  the  entry  of  judgment 
on  the  18th  of  January,  1857 ;  that  the  cause  against  Butler 
being  at  issue,  was  noticed  for  trial  at  the  Washington  circuit 
on  the  4th  Tuesday  of  May,  1857,  and  that  no  steps  were  taken 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  in  this  action,  until  after  the  service 
of  notice  of  trial,  when  notice  of  this  motion  was  served  for 
the  same  circuit. 

Mr.  Butler  swears,  that  the  first  knowledge  he  had  of  the 
recovery  of  the  judgment  was  by  letter  from  his  attorney  in 
the  fore  part  of  March  last,  and  that  the  company  does  not  owe 
plaintiff,  but  that  plaintiff  owes  the  company  a  balance ;  and 
ihat  the  agent  on  whom  the  summons  was  served,  is  the  brother 
of  plaintiff,  and  that  there  was  a  connivance  between  him  and 
tbe  plaintiff  secretly  and  fraudulently  to  obtain  and  suffer  a 
judgment  against  the  company,  when  nothing  was  due  the 
plaintiff  In  most  of  these  facts  he  is  contradicted  by  both 
plaintiff  and  his  brother,  and  in  others  by  different  affidavits, 
in  some  of  which  it  is  deposed  that  he  (Butler)  knew  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action  against  the  company,  and  ad- 
mitted its  indebtedness,  and  that  they  had  no  defence  to  the 
action  and  did  not  intend  to  make  any,  but  that  the  company 
had  no  means  of  paying.  Bobert  M.  Jones,  the  agent,  swears 
that  he  was  the  only  acting  agent  and  managing  officer  of  the 
company ;  that  the  debt  was  frequently  talked  of  between  him 
and  Butler,  and  its  justice  admitted;  that  he  informed  Butler, 
shortly  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  of  it,  and  that 
Butler  replied  that  the  company  had  no  defence  but  had  noth- 
ing to  pay,  and  would  beat  plaintiff  on  the  execution ;  that 
the  summons  was  served  on  him  personally,  and  the  reason 
he  did  not  defend  was,  that  the  company  had  no  defence  to 
make  to  the  action.  Mr.  Buckley  swears  he  paid  plaintiff  at 
one  time  $200  on  this  debt,  at  the  request  of  Butler,  which  was 
credited,  and  not  included  in  tbe  jugdment 
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The  admission  of  service  of  summons  was  signed  *'  B.  M. 
Jones,  general  agent  of  The  United  States  Slate  Company," 
but  was  not  yerified  by  affidavit  A  motion  is  also  made  to 
set  aside  the  attachment  against  Butler,  on  the  ground  that  no 
undertaking  has  been  filed.    It  has  since  been  filed. 

B,  P.  Agan,  for  plaintiff. 

O.  F.  Tkoupson,  for  de/endafU. 

G.  L.  Allen,  Justice.  The  weight  of  evidence  as  derived 
firom  the  affidavits  on  both  sides,  is,  that  the  secretary  of  the 
company,  Mr.  Butler,  knew  of  the  action  against  the  company, 
and  of  the  judgment  previous  to  the  fore  part  of  Ifarch  last^ 
when  he  admits  he  knew  of  it,  but  swears  that  he  had  no  pre- 
vious knowledge.  The  affiant  deposes  that  he  was  informed 
of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  shortly  thereafter,  and  that 
he  replied  there  was  no  defence,  but  that  the  company  would 
beat  plaintiff  on  the  execution.  He  was  bound  to  move 
promptly  as  soon  as  he  discovered  the  irregularity.  If  the  afi* 
davits  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  are  to  be  believed,  he  has 
slept  upon  his  rights  since  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  in 
October  last.  And  even  if  his  own  affidavit  is  to  be  taken  as 
the  only  true  one,  he  has  omitted  to  take  any  steps  to  rid  him- 
self of  the  irregularity  since  the  fore  part  of  March  last^  and 
did  not  move  until  after  the  action  against  him  on  the  attach- 
ment was  noticed  for  trial  at  the  present  circuit  Within  the 
cases  he  has  been  guilty  of  laches,  so  as  to  deprive  him,  I  think, 
of  relief  on  his  motion,  for  irregularity.  (9  How,  75 ;  !  Dm* 
666 ;  18  Wend.  114,  Ac.  ;  11  How.  91.)  It  was  undoubtedly 
irregblar  in  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  as  he  did[,  when  his 
complaint  was  not  sworn  to,  but  I  think  he  may  amend  his 
complaint  and  verify  it  now,  as  he  proposes  to  do ;  and  under 
the  circumstances,  as  he  swears  that  the  debt  is  an  honest  one^ 
(and  in  that  he  is  supported  by  other  affidavits,)  and  as  he  far- 
ther swears,  that  he  will  be  in  danger  of  losing  his  debt  if  the 
judgment  is  set  aside,  and  that  the  company  is  utterly  insol- 
vent, I  am  inclined  to  permit  him  to  amend  by  filing  his  affi- 
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4t^yit  of  verificatlou  of  his  complaint  nunc  pro  tunc*  (9  Bow. 
81;  Cbcfe  1852,  §  i76.) 

It  is  objected  tliat  there  was  no  legal  evidence  of  the  service 
of  the  summons,  and  that  there  should  have  been  an  affidavit 
annexed,  verifying  the  signature  of  the  agent  (6  How.  Pr,  E. 
Ul'jl  CodeBep.N.  S.42i  lWhU.139,iiO.)  But  it  turns 
out  bj  the  affidavit  of  Jones,  that  he  was  the  managing  agent 
of  the  company,  and  did  actuallj  sign  the  admission  of  service 
as  such  agent.  Besides,  this  is  an  irregularity  which  should 
also  have  been  taken  advantage  of  at  the  earliest  moment,  and 
the  plaintiff  may  also  be  at  liberty  to  amend,  if  he  is  advised 
if  }B  necessary,  and  annex  an  affidavit  verifying  the  signature 
of  the  agent  The  affidavit  is  already  znade,  and  forms  part  of 
the  opposing  papers  on  this  motion* 

The  question  then  arises  on  the  merits.  The  affiant  Butler, 
makes  a  general  affidavit  of  merits,  and  claims  that  the  &cts 
constituting  it,  are  detailed  in  the  affidavit  No  facts  are  de- 
tailed, except  that  plaintiff  is  indebted  to  the  company  in  the 
9um  of  about  $366,  and  which  the  affiant  swears,  he  hopes  to 
be  able  to  prove.  He  swears,  it  is  true,  that  the  judgment  was 
obtained  secretly,  and  by  collusion  with  the  agent  Jones,  who 
is  the  brother  of  plaintiff,  and  with  a  view,  as  he  believes,  of 
defrauding  and  injuring  him.  But  in  this  he  is  contradicted 
\>j  three  affidavits,  all  swearing  that  the  debt  was  not  obtained 
by  collusion,  but  was  honestly  due,  and  that  he  (Butler)  ad- 
mitted to  them  all,  that  the  debt  was  due,  but  that  plaintiff 
must  wait  until  the  company  had  means  to  pay.  His  general 
affidavit  of  merits  can  hardly  avail  to  set  aside  the  judgment 
imd  execution,  after  the  lapse  of  time  since  the  knowledge  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  so  as  to  prejudice  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff.    {Patterson  agt.  Graves,  11  How.  91.) 

The  case  is  a  peculiar  one.  Butler  swears  that  he  is  the 
secretary  and  treasurer  of  the  company,  and  that  the  defence 
|ias  merits.  B.  M.  Jones,  on  the  other  hand,  deposes  that  he 
18  a  member  of  the  company,  being  a  large  stockholder,  and 
the  general  and  managing  agent  of  the  company,  and  that  the 
reason  that  ^e  did  not  defend  was,  that  he  well  knew  the  debt 
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was  a  just  one,  and  that  the  compan  j  had  no  defence.  lie 
farther  swears,  that  he  informed  Butler  that  the  suit  was  com- 
menced against  the  company,  and  that  Butler  agreed  with  him 
that  there  was  no  defence,  but  that  the  company  had  no  means 
of  paying,  and  that  plaintiff  must  wait  until  they  had  means 
of  paying,  and  that  they  could  beat  him  on  execution.  This 
is  not,  therefore,  the  ordinary  case  of  a  defendant's  asking  to 
be  let  in  to  defend  on  an  affidavit  of  merits.  It  is  one  member 
of  a  company  swearing  against  another,  one  affirming  and  one 
denying  that  there  is  a  defence. 

Under  these  circumstances,  and  the  additional  &cts  which 
appear,  that  Butler  is  a  nonresident,  and  has  no  other  prop* 
erty  in  the  state,  save  that  which  has  been  attached ;  that  he 
has  been  sued  as  a  member  of  the  company,  and  that  the  ac- 
tion  can  only  be  maintained  on  the  averment  under  the  section 
of  the  act  which  requires  that  a  judgment  shall  have  been  ob* 
tained  against  the  company,  and  an  execution  returned  unsatis- 
fied ;  that  he  has,  since  the  service  of  the  attachment,  conveyed 
the  land  attached  to  his  brother,  and  that  the  company  are 
wholly  insolvent,  it  would  not,  in  my  judgment,  be  the  exer- 
cise of  a  proper  discretion  to  permit  him  to  come  in  and  hazard 
all  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  which  he  has  by  his  diligence  ob- 
tained. I  am  aware  of  the  rule  which  has' obtained,  that  the 
merits  ought  not  to  be  tried  by  affidavit^  and  I  would  be  in- 
clined to  permit  Mr.  Butler  to  come  in  and  defend  the  action, 
if  by  permitting  the  judgment  and  execution  to  stand  as  secu- 
rity, the  plaintiff's  rights  under  his  attachment  against  Butler, 
might  not  thus  be  put  in  jeopardy,  especially  as  he  has  con- 
veyed to  his  brother.  As  I  am  not  certain  on  this  point,  and 
as  he  can  have  no  objection  to  providing  security  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  any  recovery  that  may  be  had  on  the  trial,  if  he  has  any 
confidence  in  the  defence  which  he  swears  to,  I  will  permit 
him  to  come  in  and  interpose  a  defence,  on  his  making  and 
filing  a  bond  or  undertaking,  with  sufficient  surety,  who  shall 
justify  and  the  undertaking  be  acknowledged  and  filed  with  the 
clerk  of  this  court,  that  he  will  pay  any  amount  which  the 
plaintiff  shall  finally  succeed  in  establishing  on  a  trial  of  said 
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action,  with  interest  and  costs,  within  thirty  days  after  senrioe 
of  a  copy  of  this  order  on  his  attorney,  and  if  he  shall  do  so^ 
all  proceedings  against  him  in  the  action  on  the  attachment^ 
are  to  be  stayed,  until  after  the  trial  of  the  action ;  and  the  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  attachment  is  to  be  denied.  The  plaintiff 
having  had  granted  him  a  fitvor  on  this  motion,  no  costs  are  to 
be  allowed  to  either  party. 
Order  accordingly. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Eelly  agt  Milford  Barnett  and  otheis. 

r  in  pleading,  it  is  well  settled,  is  not  >HooIofimeM^  it  is  to  be  ooneoted  \>j 
ammuknent^  and  not  visited  hy  judgment 

On  an  application  for  judgment  on  the  groond  that  the  answer  is  sham  or  firiyo- 
lousi  it  is  enough  that  a  good  defence  is  "shadowed  forth.'*  If  it  can  be  seen 
that  the  defence  set  up,  if  tme,  is  good,  it  is  soffldent  to  prevent  a  summaiy 
Judgment    It  is  only  necessary  that  the  defence  should  not  be  clearly  bad. 

In  this  case,  the  defendants  set  up  a  want  of  consideration  in  the  note  given  on 
the  purchase  of  wines,  so  called ;  alleging  that  the  wines  purchased,  called 
"Port,"  "Pale  Sherry,"  "Burgundy,"  "Muscat,"  and  "Madeira,"  turned  out 
to  bo  mere  sham  fabrications. 

EM^  that  it  was  due  to  the  public  health  that  a  ftill  trial  should  be  had.  If  it 
was  true,  (as  alleged  in  the  answer,)  that  manufactories  existed  in  the  dty  of 
New-York,  for  the  getting  up  of  "unwholesome  and  spurious  mixtures^"  to  be 
palmed  off  upon  the  unsuspecting  as  wines  of  "  the  pure  juice  of  the  grape^" 
under  the  captivatiDg  names  above  mentioned,  the  courts^  instead  of  suppre«> 
ing,  should  assist  in  their  investigation  and  expoeore. 

New -York  Special  Term,  November,  1857. 
MonoN  for  judgment  on  account  of  fiiyolousneas  of  the 
answer 


'  for  plaintiffi 
'  for  defendants* 
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BoesBTsi/r,  Justioe.  The  defendants  object  to  payingAa 
note  on  which  this  suit  is  biought^  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
given  on  the  purchase  of  certain  alleged  wines  called  ^*  Port^'^ 
''Rile  Sherry,"  "Burgundy,"  "Muscal^"  and  "Maddta^" 
vhkh  turned  out  to  be  mere  sham  &brications.  Considering 
tibia  answer  as  a  mere  sham  defence,  the  plaintiff  on  that 
groundj  or  rather  as  they  express  it,  on  the  ground  of  its 
"  friyolousness,"  apply  for  a  summary  judgment  without 
flirther  trial. 

The  question  then  presents  itself— and  it  is  the  only  one  now 
to  be  determined — ^is  such  a  defence,  admitting  it  to  be  true,  to 
be  treated  as  a  trifling  with  judicial  proceedings? 

Wines,  say  the  defendants,  of  the  denominations  mentioned, 
are  the  product  of  grapes  of  peculiar  character  and  excellence, 
grown  and  manu&ctured  in  different  parts  of  Europe,  "and 
owe  all  their  value  to  Iheir  purity,  to  the  ddll  exencised  in 
their  production  and  fermentation,  and  to  the  characteristic 
excellences  impressed  on  each  by  the  peculiarities  of  the  climaAe 
and  soil  of  the  countries  where  they  are  produced ;"  whereas, 
the  fluids  set  forth  in  the  bills  rendered  by  the  plaintiff  Kelly, 
and  described  by  the  technical  names  of  Fort,  Sherry,  Madeira, 
Muscat  and  Burgundy,  "  were  not  wines  at  all,  but  mere  mix* 
tures  of  the  most  noxious  and  deleterious  character,  concocted 
in  the  city  of  New-York,  by  the  plaintiff,  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive and  defraud,"  and  that  "  said  mixtures  contained  no 
particle  whatever  of  the  juice  of  the  grape  in  their  compositioxi, 
and  were  poisonous  and  of  no  value."  The  defendants,  there- 
fore, insist  not  only  that  the  note  was  without  considera- 
tion, but  that  they  have  a  counter  claim  of  $3,000  against  the 
plaintiff  for  the  damages  sustained  by  them  &om  his  "worth- 
less and  unmerchantable  mixtures,  and  in  consequence  of  his 
wilful  misrepresentations  and  fraudulent  acts." 

Admitting  this  answer  to  h^  true — as  the  plaintiff  on  the 
present  application  must — can  any  one  say,  "  that  its  insuffi- 
ciency as  a  defence  is  so  glaring  that  the  court  can  determine 
it  upon  a  bare  inspection  without  alignment  7"  (6  How.  Pr. 
Bqp.  858.) 
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9b»  Code  allows  sadb  metloiift  to  be  made  on  a  nolice  of 
anij  five  dnjB,  and  "  to  a  judge  either  in  or  oat  of  court"  It 
indicates,  therefore,  in  the  strongest  manner,  the  cases  to  which 
tfaey  should  be  confined.  A  mode  of  giving  judgmeuti  so  striur 
gent  and  summarj,  was  never  intended  for  a  case  like  the  pres- 
ent. The  answer  may  perhaps  be  defective  in  precision,  it 
omits  to  aver  with  absolute  directness  that  the  defendants 
purchased  the  "fluids"  in  question,  in  the  belief  that  thej 
were  the  "  genuine  article,"  or  that  they  paid  for  them  the 
^  ^nuine  price."  But  vagueness  in  pleading,  it  ia  well  set* 
tied,  is  not  fiivolousness ;  it  is  to  be  corrected  by  amendment, 
and  not  visited  by  judgment  It  is  enough  on  this  application 
that  a  good  defence  is  "  shadowed  forth."  The  one  set  up  by 
Messrs.  Bamett  &  Co.,  if  true,  is  good ;  it  is  only  necessary  that 
it  should  not  be  clearly  bad.  It  is  due  also  to  the  public  health 
that  a  fiill  trial  should  be  had.  If  it  be  true  that  manu&o- 
tories  ezisit  in  this  city  for  the  getting  up  of  "  unwholesome 
and  spurious  mixtures,"  to  be  palmed  off  upon  the  unsuspect> 
ing  as  ^'  the  pure  juice  of  the  grape,"  under  the  captivating 
names  of  Burgundy,  Madeira,  Sherry,  Port  and  Muscat,  the 
courts  instead  of  suppressing,  should  assist  in  their  investigar 
tion  and  exposure. 

Motion  denied,  with  costs. 


SIJPBEME  COURT. 


GoBKBLiiTS  y.  S.   BoosETELT  agt  SnfSOK  Dbapsb  and 

others. 


Wliere  the  dty  of  Kew-Toik  mSi  x<m1  Mtate^  and  m  action  is  bioiigltt  by  m  ] 
«tf«i«tozpA7er,jttdjJioaBAondHor</ thj9  dty,  by  i»M(m  of  his  ownlqf 
$100,  or  oFor,  of  d^  Btook,  not  dae^  to  90^  wide  jtbeooiiT^yanoe  aB  void  or  im- 
imridenti 

BM,  ibai  the  action  cannot  be  saatained.    Wby  t    Because,  his  interest  as  atae 
INiyerof  the  dty,  is  too  nnoertain  to  entitle  faim  to  the  interpodtkm  of  theoomti 
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as  betvreen  the  dty  and  the  vendee  of  Its  property ;  it  ia  apecalatiTe  and  iduig^ 
inary,  and  clearly  no  greater  or  more  certain  than  that  of  every  other  tax  payer 

vithin  the  oorporatiozL  The  law  confers  no  authority  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prose- 
cute the  action  for  any  other  person  than  himselfl 

And  he  cannot  sustain  the  action  as  a  crediior  of  the  qty,  for  the  reason  that  the 
stock  he  holds  is  not  due ;  and  the  dly  has  made  no  default  in  payment  of  in- 
terest thereon,  and  he  has  no  lien  upon  the  land  in  question. 

New  -  York  Special  Term^  June^  1858. 

Appeal  from  an  order  overruling  a  demurrer  to  complaint, 
on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action.  The  conveyance  in  the  complaint  was  for 
the  sale  of  the  Fort  Gansevoort  property  in  New- York  city 

S.  Weir  EoosEVELT,/or  plaintiff. 
Wm.  M.  ^YJlRT^^  for  defendants. 

By  the  court — ^Balcom,  Justice.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the 
deed  from  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  New- York  to  the  defend- 
ant Vamum,  is  voidable  or  void,  still  the  plaintiff  cannot  sus- 
tain this  action.  He  cannot  as  a  creditor  of  the  city,  for  the 
reason  that  the  stock  he  holds  is  not  due,  and  the  city  has  not 
made  de£iult  in  the  payment  of  any  interest  thereon ;  and  he 
has  no  lien  upon  the  land  in  question. 

The  law  confers  no  authority  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prosecute 
this  action  for  any  other  person  than  himself,  and  his  interest 
as  a  tax  payer  of  the  city  is  too  uncertain  to  entitle  him  to  the 
interposition  of  the  court,  as  between  the  city  and  a  vendee  of 
its  property  ;  indeed,  his  interest  in  the  matter  in  dispute,  is 
speculative  or  imaginary,  and  clearly  no  greater  or  more  cer- 
tain than  that  of  every  other  owner  of  city  stock  and  tax  payer 
within  the  corporation. 

The  gist  of  the  case  made  by  the  complaint,  is  that  the  city 
has  made  a  void  or  improvident  sale  of  a  portion  of  its  real  es- 
tate, to  Yamum,  and  that  the  plaintiff  believes  he  will  sustain 
a  i)ecuniary  loss  by  reason  thereof,  either  as  a  holder  of  city 
stock  on  which  nothing  is  yet  due,  or  as  a  tax  payer  of  the 
corporation.    If  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  this  action,  every 
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other  tax  payer  of  the  city  who  owns  city  stock  amotinting  to 
$100,  may  institute  a  like  one.  It  seems  to  me,  the  sanction- 
ing of  snch  a  proposition  would  produce  incalculable  mischief 
and  violate  the  well  established  principle  that  one  person  can- 
not  maintain  a  civil  action  for  an  injury  of  a  public  nature^ 
when  the  injury  he  sustains  is  no  greater  than  that  sustained 
by  every  other  member  of  the  community. 

The  earlier  decisions  in  this  district^  which  seem  to  hold  the 
doctrine  that  tax  payers  may  maintain  actions  similar  to  the 
one  at  bar,  have  been  too  much  shaken  by  recent  adjudications 
in  this  city  and  the  court  of  appeals,  to  be  relied  upon  as  es- 
tablishing the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  demanded  in 
his  complaint 

The  tax  payers  of  the  city,  and  holders  of  city  stock,  must 
find  a  remedy,  if  one  is  to  be  found,  through  the  ballot  box, 
the  grand  jury  or  the  attorney-general,  for  abuses  of  corporate 
authority,  by  their  mayor  and  common  council,  in  the  disposi- 
tion of  city  property,  or  they  must  apply  to  the  legislature  for 
the  passage  of  different  laws  than  are  now  to  be  found  in  the 
statutes  of  the  state.  J  am  of  the  opinion,  the  complaint  in 
the  action  does  not  state  fetcts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  that  the  order  made  at  the  special  term,  overruling 
the  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  interposed  by  the  defendants 
Draper  and  Coleman,  should  be  reversed,  and  that  those  de- 
fendants should  have  judgment  upon  the  demurrer  with  costs, 
hut  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend- his  complaint  in 
twenty  days,  on  payment  of  costs. 


UQ  inCTTr-Towc  ??i4aRPi  8BP»m 

IbHi^  f^  G<««n  and  otiuOi 
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HsBiUK  EoBSF  agV  Am>esw  H.  Osssif ,  Albebt  Oilbebt^ 
!I%ie  Comroiaffioftgip  of  Common  Schools,  The  Trustees  of 
the  Common  Schools  of  the  Fpnrth  Ward,  Johk  Moobi;, 
Jamsb  Fablbx  and  Usimj  MoKillopp,  and  the  Mayor, 
Ac 

i\few-  lirft  ^§w«S(J  Tfrm,  Jum,  1§58. 

FfiMHTiFEr  in  this  c^ise  is  9,  leaident  $reehdder  and  a  ^ 
payer  in  this  city,  and  brings  this  suit  in  his  own  behalf  and 
kt  behalf  of  other  tax  payers.  He  Aoym  in  his  complaint,  diat 
on  the  I6th  of  March,  1857,  the  trustees  of  the  common  sohodb| 
in  &&  fbmih  ^ioxd,  agre»Q4  wi|^  the  d^ndants  Moore,  Earlej 
ajid  licEiUopp,  to  purc})iase  certain  pi;^mises  beloQging  to  ib§ 
Utter^  at  liTc!?.  71,  7$  toid  75  Plivjsr  str^t,  for  the  purposes  of 
a  publioechpol,  at  the  price  of  $81,000;  that  the  premise^  a^ 
not  wQxSx  mpx^  Him  ISPiOQO,  ^d  could  at  any  time  prioi:  i^ 
the  ag):eement  h^ye  been  purcljiased  jat  that  sum ;  ihat  Hooigj 
Fariey  imd  McEollopp,  Srfindulently  procured  the  agreement 
to  b^  made  by  means  of  payings  or  a^eeing  to  pay,  to  the  tru^; 
tee^  of  the  ^ooi^  of  that  Tirard,  or  one  or  some  of  them,  an^ 
to  tlie  Soard  of  Education,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  entail} 
9i;m$  of  po^ey,  sunoT^^ting  to  |!^,200,  and  tliat  the  latto:  prp; 
cured  the  contract  to  be  ma^  Ik^Qwing  );be  price  jbp  be  ef  cep;: 
siye  and  £bu:  above  the  actual  value  of  the  premises.  Plaintiff 
asked  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  sale  and  the  payment  of  any 
money  thereon. 

The  defendant  Moore,  in  answer  says,  he  is  owner  of  the 
premises  Ko.  75  Oliver  street,  and  has  sold  it  to  the  corpora- 
tion for  $10,000  ;  that  he  was  not  acting  in  concert  or  individ- 
ually with  the  defendants  McEillopp  and  Farley,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  firaudulently  procuring  the  purchase  of  the  premises. 
He  denies  the  charge  of  bribing  members  of  the  Board  of  Edu* 
cation  or  of  the  ward  trustees. 
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13ie  answer  of  the  mayor,  &c.,  denied  any  iufomafiic>n  tt'tb 
the  alleged  fraud,  and  subimtted  iheir  rigUts  16  fhe  comt 

P.  T.  CuTLKRjforplaini^. 

A.  R  Lawrekce,  jB.,pr  TMiyot^  At. 

Beibe,  Dean  &  DoNOmrfij/>r  2)^  other  dejbnddnia. 

Justice  Ingraham,  dismidaed  the  complaint  on  the-gromid 
that  by  a  recent  decision  of  the  general  term  6f  ibis  conrt^  a 
tax  payer  could  not  obtain  to  injunction  for  any  dami^  which 
was  common  to  all  the  tax  payers  in  the  dty,  and  that  the 
complaint  in  such  a  case  must  be  filed  in  the  name  of  the  at- 
torney-general of  the  state. 

The  decision  referred  to,  is  given  in  the  opinion  of  Judge 
Balcok  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  the  Fort  Gansev oort  property, 
(iin^^.  188, 189.) 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Moim&cABBdLE  agt  MtJin>EL. 

Wbeie  the  plaintiff  had  ten  days  to  reply  to  the  answer  on  payment  of  $10  coets ; 
and  instead  of  serving  his  reply  and  paying  t^e  costs  within  the  time,  he  no* 
ticed  the  cause  for  trial  at  the  circuit;  without  a  reply ;  Edd^  on  motion  f<0£ 
Judgment  lor  want  of  a  reply,  that  the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs  of  the  drcuit— the 
$10  before  ordered,  and  $10  costs  of  this  motion,  and  setrve  his  reply  in  tbzee 
days. 

Tms  was  a  motion  for  judgment  for  want  of  reply  to  an- 
swer. The  plaintiff  was  to  have  ten  dajs  to  reply,  on  payment 
of  $10  costs.  The  plaintiff  did  iiot  reply,  but  noticed  case  for 
trial. 

Mitchell,  Justice.  Thei^hdntzff  shotdd  haye  tigttd^rdd  his 
reply  with  the  $10  costs,  at  least  before  he  noticed  lite  cause 
for  trial.    Inst^  of  that^  he  wentto  tiie  drcnit  with  the  plead- 
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ings  ready  for  trial,  but  without  a  reply,  and  the  reply  is  since 
drawn  and  sworn  to.  He  is  in  defietult,  and  should  now  pay 
the  costs  of  the  present  circuit — ^the  $10  before  ordered,  and 
the  costs  of  the  present  motion,  $10— and  serve  his  reply  in 
three  days  from  notice  of  this  order,  and  the  adjustment  of  the 
costs.  The  cause  may  there  remain  on  the  calendar,  but  not 
to  be  tried  at  this  circuit,  without  the  consent  of  the  defend- 
ant Defendant  may  have  leave  to  apply  to  postpone  the  trial 
still  further.  If  he  chooses  to  move  to  that  effect,  let  the  de- 
fendant enter  and  serve  notice  of  the  order. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Wk.  S.  Toole  and  others  agt  Levi  Cook  and  others 

The  maker  of  a  proxnisfiory  note  loaned  to  the  payee^  for  the  use  of  and  sold  bjr 
the  latter,  as  business  paper  to  a  third  part j,  cannot  set  n|Ahe  defence  of  fuury^ 
to  the  payment  of  the  note,  where  the  pajee,  if  anj  one,  was  the  only  person 
who  paid  any  extra  interest 

Where  there  has  been  a  regular  jadgment  by  de&nlt,  upon  a  promissory  noto^ 
upon  due  service  of  process,  and  execution  issued  to  the  sheriff,  the  defendant's 
application  to  be  let  in  to  defend,  on  the  ground  of  usury,  comes  too  lata  He 
should  at  least,  haye  waked  up  before  the  call  of  the  sheriff  with  the  exe- 
cution. 

New  -  Torh  Special  Term,  October^  1857. 
Motion  by  defendant  to  open  a  judgment  by  de&nlt,  and 
for  leave  to  defend,  &c. 

for  defendants. 

for  plaintiffs. 


BoosEVELT,  Justice.  The  note  sued  on  was  purchased  Icna 
Me  as  business  paper.  Ko  usury  was  contemplated  or  in- 
tended.    The  transaction  on  its  &oe  exhibited  nothing  to  ere- 
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ate  sospicioQ.  If  any  extra  interest  was  paid,  it  was  not  paid 
bj  the  makers  of  the  note.  They  had  delivered  it  to  the  pay- 
ees to  make  such  use  o^  (for  aught  that  appears,)  as  the  payees 
saw  fit  Kor  do  the  defendants  now  pretend,  of  their  own 
knowledge,  that  any  usury  was  exacted  even  of  the  payees. 
They  are  "  informed  and  believe,"  they  say.  Who  was  their 
informant,  and  where  is  his  affidavit?  Men  believe  easily 
what  they  wish  strongly.  Such  belief  unsupported  is  of  little 
value,  especially  to  open  a  regular  judgment  and  establish  a 
penalty  or  forfeiture ;  and  that  too  against  an  innocent  party. 
Men  who  would  punish  the  fiiults  of  others,  must  be  careful 
not  to  allow  de&ults  themselves. 

These  defendants  were  duly  notified  on  the  5th  of  August, 
of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  on  the  note,  and  that  unless 
they  put  in  a  defence  in  twenty  days,  judgment  would  be  taken 
against  them  for  the  amount  specified  in  the  summons.  The 
summons  was  a  very  simple  docimient ;  intelligible— and  in- 
tended by  the  Code  to  be  so — to  the  commonest  understand- 
ing. No  misapprehension  in  that  respect^  is  or  could  be  pre- 
tended. And  yet  the  defendants^  although  thus  explicitly 
warned,  took  no  steps  by  way  of  defence  for  more  than  sixty, 
instead  of  twenty  days.  They  did  not  even  suggest  to  their 
attorneys  that  they  had  any  defence,  and  not  until  roused  by 
the  call  of  the  sheriff  with  a  regular  execution  against  their 
goods,  did  they  wake  to  the  consciousness  of  an  undefined  be- 
lief in  the  existence  of  some  supposed  usurious  act,  which  it 
was  their  duty  to  punish  and  profit  by. 

They  are  too  late  on  such  papers.  The  application,  it  is  al- 
most admitted,  could  not  have  been  entertained  for  a  moment, 
as  the  law  stood  prior  to  the  act  of  18S7,  an  act,  which  it  is 
said,  has  reversed  all  previous  rules  on  the  subject,  and  made 
the  defence  of  usury  an  object  to  be  "  selected  for  special  fa- 
vor." On  that  statute  the  defendants  rely.  They  forget,  how- 
ever, that  they  are  not  the  "  borrowers."  They  loaned  the  note, 
if  their  own  version  be  correct,  to  Cross  &  Hoy t.  If  they  are 
compelled  to  pay  its  full  face,  they  will  have  a  remedy  over 
for  the  full  &oe  against  Croes  k  Hoyt    Now,  the  statute  re- 
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lied  on,  is  for  the  relief  of  the  oppiesBed  ''  borrov^n."  It  lb 
they  that  pay  the  ''  shave,"  so  eaJled.  The  statnte  sayjs,  that 
"  whenever  any  borrower,"  shall  apply  for  relief,  it  shall  liOt 
be  necessary  "  for  him  "  to  pay  "  any  interest  or  principaL" 

Such  is  tiie  language  of  ihe  act,  and  sueh  isthe  constructidli 
put  upon  it,  by  the  court  of  appeab.  I  cannot,  therefore,  con- 
ffistently  with  established  precedents,  let  the  defendants  in. 
The  plaintifb  in  such  a  case^  have  a  right  to  the  benefit  of 
their  own  diligence,  and  of  the  defendants'  laches.  Lexvigi' 
lantibusj  non  dormientibtu,  No  injury  is  done  to  the  deftnd* 
ants,  they  are  merely  compelled  to  pay  what  they  had  promised 
to  pay,  and  what  when  paid,  ihey  can  recover  in  fiill  from  {he 
friends  whom  they  had  obliged-^eprecise  remedy  which  they 
contemplated  when  the  note  was  giVen* 

Motion  to  vacate  the  judgmwi  obtained  by  plaint^  de- 
nied. 


->»^»^>w 


SUPBEMB  OOITRT. 
Fletcheb  WiLLiAics  agt  Jacob  Yak  YALKBNBXTBe, 

Where  a  plaintiff  rmdertakes  to  obtain  a  judgment  against  a  defendant  wi&imt 
anj  appearance  by  the  latter,  either  in  person  or  by  attorney,  he  should  be  re- 
quired at  his  peril  to  bring  such  defendant  vftOidn  (he  jiurisdktion  of  the  tiibunal 
in  which  he  is  proceeding,  or  his  proceedings  should  be  set  aside  as  irregular, 
and  totally  defectiye  and  void. 

Therefore,  where  the  service  of  the  smmnons  and  complaint  was  made  by  an 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  not  an  officer  of  the  courts  i^pon  ibefaJOnar  of  the  defend- 
ant, supposing  him  to  be  the  defendant  in  the  action,  and  judgment  was  en- 
tered agamst  the  defendant  upon  an  alDdaTit  of  penonal  service  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint ; 

JSTeU;  that  although  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  subsequently  reoeited  ,the 
summons  and  complaint  from  some  member  of  his  fether^s  family,  he  did  not 
appear  m  the  action,  and  no  action  l>y  such  service,  was  conunenced  against  hhn, 
and  consequently,  the  judgment  and  eseculSon  were  entirely  irregular  and  de- 
fective^ and  were  set  aside  for  want  of  Jwtodic^u. 
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Bie  prooeeding  wna  a  hostfle  one  as  respected  the  defendaDt^  in  no  req)eot,  fbr  his 
interest ;  and  the  law  does  not  go  the  length  of  oompelling  a  party  either  to 
giye  hifl  adversary  notice  of  such  defects,  (service  of  process,  kc.,  on  the  wrong 
person,)  or  to  confess  Jurisdiction.  He  might  be  held  to  waive  a  mere  irrega- 
larity,  by  not  proceeding  the  first  opportonity  to  correct  it,  but  not  a  jurisdio- 
tional  defect    {The  com  Anofnym/ow^  4  Eow.  112,  ia  overrvkd.) 

The  question  of  an  vnaiUhiOfiM$d  ofpearomce  by  an  oMornay^  examined  and  dis- 


Sevenih  Judicial  Diatrictj  Oeneral  Term,  June,  1858. 
JPresent,  Welles,  Shtth  and  Johnsok,  Justices, 
Appeal  from  order  denying  motion  to  set  aside  judgment 
The  judgment  was  duly  entered  on  the  3d  of  December, 
1857,  upon  affidavits  showing  the  service  of  summons  and  com- 
plaint in  the  action,  on  the  defendant  personally,  on  the  12th 
of  November,  previous;  that  there  had  been  no  appearance 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  no  answer  or  demurrer  re- 
oeived  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney.  By  the  affidavits  read  upon 
the  motion,  it  was  shown  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment,  until  the  28th 
of  December,  when  the  sheriff  called  upon  him  with  the  exe- 
cution, and  that  no  summons  or  complaint  had  ever  been 
served  on  the  defendant,  but  that  they  were  served  on  James 
L.  Van  Valkenburg.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  appeared 
that  James  L.  Van  Yalkenburg  was  the  fetther  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  both  lived  at  the  same  house ;  that  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  were  served  by  one  Flint,  who  was  not 
an  officer,  but  who  was  employed  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to 
make  the  service ;  that  Flint  was  not  acquainted  with  the 
defendant  or  with  James  L.  Van  Yalkenburg ;  that  on  the  12ih 
of  November,  he  went  to  the  house  where  the  defendant  and 
his  &ther  lived,  and  inquired  for  the  defendant ;  that  he  found 
a  person  there,  who  upon  inquiry,  said  his  name  was  Yan 
Yalkenburg,  and  as  Flint  understood,  that  he  was  the  defend- 
ant; and  that  Flint  served  the  summons  and  complaint  upon 
that  person,  supposing  him  to  be  the  defendant.  It  appearsi 
however,  by  the  affidavit  of  James  Yan  Yalkenburg,  that  he 
was  only  inquired  of  whether  his  name  was  Yan  Yalkenburg, 
Vol.  XYL  10 
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and  that  on  his  aDswering  in  the  aJB&rmative,  Flint  handed  him 
the  papers  and  left,  before  he  ascertained  what  they  were,  or 
who  they  were  for. 

It  further  appeared,  that  soon  after  Flint  left,  the  defendant 
came  home,  and  that  the  summons  aud  complaint  were  then 
handed  to  him  by  some  member  of  the  family,  and  he  was  in- 
formed that  they  were  intended  for  him,  and  that  he  took  them 
and  went  and  consulted  couusel,  who  advised  him  that  no  ac- 
tion was  commenced  against  him,  by  such  service,  and  to  pay 
no  attention  to' it,  until  he  got  ready  to  pay  the  note  on  which 
the  action  was  intended  to  be  commenced.  It  also  appeared, 
that  neither  the  plaintiff's  attorney  nor  Flint,  knew  or  sus- 
pected that  the  summons  and  complaint  had  not  been  served 
upon  the  defendant,  until  a  short  time  befgre  the  papers  in  the 
motion  were  served,  and  that  the  affidavit  of  service  upon  the 
defendant  was  made,  and  the  judgment  entered  in  good  faith. 
It  also  appeared,  that  a  short  time  previous  to  the  service  of 
the  motion  papers,  the  defendant  offered  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
and  tendered  the  amount  of  the  note,  but  declined  pajdng  the 
costs  of  the  judgment,  or  the  sheriff's  fees,  and  then  first  dis- 
closed to  the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney,  the  fact  that  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  had  not  been  served  upon  the  defendant, 
but  upon  his  father.  This  offer  was  not  accepted  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  motion  papers  were  served  a  day  or  two  after- 
wards. Nothing  was  shown  upon  the  subject  of  the  solvency 
of  the  defendant,  or  any  of  the  other  parties  to  the  transaction, 
and  the  defendant  makes  no  affidavit  of  merits.  The  justice  at 
special  term  denied  the  motion,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to 
the  general  term. 

S.  K.  Williams,  for  plaintiff'. 
Wm.  Clark, />r  defendant 

By  the  court — Johnson,  Justice.  It  is  an  elementary  prin- 
ciple, that  no  court  can  render  a  valid  judgment  against  any 
person  until  it  has  acquired  jurisdiction  of  his  person,  either 
by  the  service  of  process  upon  him,  or  by  his  voluntary  ap- 
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peamnce  without  process  in  some  mode  prescribed  by  law. 
The  want  of  such  jorisdictioD,  when  ascertained,  avoids  the 
judgment  and  renders  it  a  nullity.  And  the  rule  is  the  same 
whether  the  court  rendering  the  judgment,  be  one  of  superior 
or  of  inferior  jurisdiction.  No  man  can  be  divested  of  any 
right,  until  he  has  had  an  opportuntty  of  beiug  heard.  {Bloom 
agt  Burdick,  1  5iB,  180.) 

Whenever  the  absence  of  all  authority  to  render  the  judg- 
ment, is  made  to  appear,  the  court  will,  as  a  general  rule,  set 
it  aside  upon  motion.  To  this  general  rule  the  courts  have  es- 
tablished an  exception,  which  still  prevails  in  cases  where  an  ^ 
attorney  has  appeared  for  a  party  to  the  action  or  proceeding. '^^ 
In  such  cases,  courts  have  refused  to  set  aside  the  judgment, 
even  when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  no  action  was  ever  com- 
menced,  and  that  such  attorney  appeared  without  any  author- 
ity whatever  from  the  party,  unless  it  was  also  shown,  that  the 
attorney  so  appearing  was  irresponsible,  so  that  no  adequate 
remedy  could  be  had  by  the  party  against  him.  (1  Scdk,  88 ; 
&  C,  6  Mod.  16 ;»  Denton  agt.  Nbyesy  6  Johns.  296 ;  Meacham 
agt  Dudley,  6  Wend.  514 ;  Orazebrook  agt  McOreedie,  9  ui  487 ; 
Adams  agt  Gilbert,  id.  499.) 

Numerous  cases  might  be  cited  to  the  same  ejBfect,  both  in 
our  own  and  the  English  courts,  were  it  necessary.  It  is 
enough  that  the  rule  in  such  cases  is  well  settled,  and  is  still 
adhered  to,  both  in  this  state  and  in  England.  In  the  Anony- 
maus  case  in  1  Scdk.  and  6  Mod.  the  court  said :  '^  If  an  able 
and  responsible  attorney  appear  for  another,  without  a  war- 
rant, and  judgment  is  against  him,  the  judgment  shall  stand, 
and  the  party  shall  be  put  to  his  action  against  the  attorney, 
but  if  the  attorney  be  a  beggar,  or  in  a  suspicious  condition, 
the  court  will  set  aside  the  judgment"  This  distinction  has 
been  adopted  by  our  courts  in  this  state,  and  thus  by  a  strange 
confusion  of  ideas  and  principles,  the  validity  of  a  judgment 
in  such  a  case,  has  come  to  depend  upon  the  pecuniary  coxyjf-"^'^ 
tion  of  the  attorney,  instead  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  cCSt^.  ^\^     \ 

In  the  case  of  Denton  agt.  Noyes,  {supra,)  which  unfferw€|jjt'     ^^^^  ,^ 
an  elaborate  discussion  by  counsel,  and  much  examipati£^!i)y  ^v  v     ^  fi 
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the  court,  Kent,  Chief  Justice,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  majority  of  the  courts  admits  that  "  the  cases  may  not  seem 
correct,  if  we  were  to  reason  fix>m  first  principles."  Yet,  he 
says,  "  if  the  rule  appears  to  be  settled,  we  are  not  at  liberty 
to  reason  in  that  way/'  In  that  case,  however,  while  the 
court  refused  to  set  the  judgment  aside,  although  no  writ  had 
been  served,  and  the  attorney  had  no  authority  to  appear  for 
the  defendant,  because  it  did  not  appear  thatsuch  attorney  was 
insolvent,  the  court  made  a  very  important  change  in  the  then 
prevailing  rule  in  such  cases.  While  they  ordered  the  judg- 
ment to  stand,  it  was  only  by  way  of  security,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  permitted  to  come  in  and  plead  the  general  issue,  and 
give  notice  of  any  special  matter  which  could  be  pleaded  in 
bar,  and  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  is- 
sue. This  was  a  wide  departure  firom  the  Enghsh  rule,  to 
which  the  court  professed  to  adhere.  And  while  the  court 
felt  itself  constrained  thus  to  modify  the  existing  rule,  to  pre* 
vent  to  some  extent,  the  wrong  and  injustice  which  might  so 
readily  be  practiced  under  it,  it  is  quite  obvious  that  they 
added  another  error  to  the  original  one.  They  virtually  com- 
pelled a  party  to  come  into  court  and  submit  himself  to  its 
jurisdiction,  and  defend  an  action,  which  confessedly  had  never 
been  commenced  against  him,  by  a  process  unknown  to  the 
law,  under  the  penalty,  in  case  of  refusal,  of  being  compelled 
to  submit  to  a  judgment,  which  the  court  in  &ct,  had  no  au- 
thority to  render.  It  was  said  in  that  case,  as  it  has  been  in 
several  others,  that  an  appearance  by  an  attorney  of  the  court 
without  warrant  was  good  as  to  the  court  But  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  see  how  the  unauthorized  act  of  an  attorney  of  the  court 
ever  could  give  such  court  any  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of 
the  party  whose  name  was  thus  fraudulently  placed  upon  the  j 

records  ? 

Beasoning  "  from  first  principles,"  it  is  clear  that  an  attor- 
ney who  has  no  authority  to  appear  for  a  party,  cannot  by  a 
mere  unauthorized  appearance,  confer  any  jurisdiction  upon 
any  court  over  such  party.  But  it  may  be,  and  I  admit  that  in 
lihecase  of  an  appearance  by  an  attorney  of  the  court^  without 
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wanrant^  the  rule  ib  now  so  firmly  settled,  that  "  we  are  not  at 
liberty  to  reason  in  that  way/'  It  is  unfortunate,  I  think,  that 
cor  conrt  in  the  leading  case  of  Denton  agt.  NbyeSj  instead  of 
undertaking  to  modify  the  role  so  as  to  make  it  less  intolera- 
ble, did  not  disregard  it  altogether,  and  adopt  the  dissenting 
views  of  Yan  Ness,  Justice,  whose  reasons  upon  the  original 
question  are  entirely  condusive.  The  exercise  of  judicial  au- 
thority would  have  been  scarcely  greater  in  the  latter  case  than 
in  the  former.  The  original  error  in  the  creation  of  the  ruley 
and  the  danger  to  which  persons  are  exposed  under  it  of  hav- 
ing false  and  firaudulent  judgments  imposed  upon  them  to  at- 
tach to  their  property,  which  may  ultimately  divest  them  of  it^ 
are  sufficiently  obvious  and  require  no  comment  I  do  not, 
however,  propose  at  this  day,  to  abrogate  the  rule  as  it  now 
stands.  I  have  thus  far  adverted  to  it,  because  its  authority 
has  been  invoked  to  sustain  this  judgment,  and  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  showing  that  the  rule  is  so  entirely  at  variance  with  all 
sound  and  just  principles,  and  so  liable  to  abuse,  that  it  ought 
not  to  be  extended  to  new  cases.  Thus  far  it  has  only  been 
applied  to  uphold  judgments  of  this  character  where  a  respond 
sibk  attorney  has  undertaken  to  appear  for  the  party  against 
whom  the  judgment  was  rendered  without  warrant  And 
even  then,  if  there  was  fraud  or  collusion  between  the  attor- 
ney for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  attorney  who  undertook  to  ap- 
pear for  the  defendant,  the  court  would  set  the  judgment  aside, 
without  inquiring  whether  the  attorney  of  the  latter  was  a 
•  beggar,"  or  a  millionaire. 

In  the  case  before  us,  no  one  has  undertaken  to  appear  for 
the  defendant  The  acts  and  proceedings  by  which  the  judg- 
ment was  sought  to  be  procured,  were  all  those  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  agents  and  attorneys  employed,  were  exclusively  his. 
If  the  defendant's  father  misled  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  by 
personating  the  defendant,  or  by  permitting  the  summons  and 
complaint  to  be  served  upon  him  without  undeceiving  such 
agent,  there  is  nothing  in  the  papers  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant was  privy  to  the  deception.  Neither  the  plaintiff's  agent 
who  served  ^e  papers,  nor  the  person  upon  whom  the  service 
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was  made,  are  in  any  sense  officers  of  this  court  Their  aoto 
are  in  no  respect  official  acts,  and  there  is  no  rule  which  pro- 
vents  the  court  going  behind  them. 

They  are  not  good  as  to  the  court  within  any  adjudged  ca^e 
in  this  court,  and  I  think  we  are  bound  to  go  behind  them, 
and  declare  them  void  as  to  the  defendant  Where  a  plaintiff 
undertakes  to  obtain  a  judgment  against  a  defendant^  without 
any  appearance  by  the  latter,  either  in  person  or  by  attorney, 
he  should  be  required  at  his  peril  to  bring  such  defendant 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  tribunal  in  which  he  is  proceed- 
ing, or  his  proceedings  should  be  set  aside  as  irregular  and 
totally  defective  and  void.  There  may  be  cases  where  the  de- 
fendant would  be  estopped  from  denying  that  a  service  similar 
to  the  one  in  this  case,  was  a  good  service  upon  himself.  As 
where  he  should  procure  another  to  personate  him,  fi>r  the 
purpose  of  misleading  and  avoiding  personal  service.  But  thia 
is  not  such  a  case.  All  the  defendant  did  was  to  remain  silent« 
He  omitted  to  give  the  plaintiff  notice  of  his  mistake,  but  he 
did  not  thereby  adopt  the  service  of  the  summons  and  com- 
plaint The  proceeding  was  a  hostile  one,  as  respects  the  de- 
fendant, in  no  respect  for  his  interest,  and  the  law  does  not  go 
the  length  of  compelling  a  party  either  to  give  his  adversary 
notice  of  such  defects  or  to  confess  jurisdiction.  He  might  be 
held  to  waive  a  mere  irregularity,  by  not  proceeding  the  first 
opportunity  to  correct  it,  but  not  a  jurisdictional  defect 

It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  defendant  has  no  merits. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  any  valid  judgments 
If  the  plaintiff  never  commenced  an  action  and  thus  brought 
the  defendant  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  it  could  pro- 
nounce no  valid  judgment,  and  the  judgment,  which  in  the- 
ory, it  undertook  to  pronounce,  is  a  nullity.  The  question 
whether  the  defendant  is  really  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  .upon 
a  note  or  otherwise,  and  to  what  extent,  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  matter  before  us.  It  is  claimed,  however,  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  that  there  was  in  fact,  a  personal  service  of  the 
summons  and  complaint  upon  the  defendant ;  that  inasmuch 
as  they  are  shown  to  have  come  to  his  possession,  after  they 
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were  served  upon  his  father,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  service 
upon  him ;  and  several  English  cases  are  cited  in  suppoii;  of 
the  proposition.  {Umerson  agt  Brown,  7  Man.  A  G.  476 ; 
Modes  agt  Innisj  7  Bing.  329 ;  Phiiips  agt.  Bnsdl,  2  Dowl  Pr. 
784;   WiUiams  agt.  Piffgott,  1  M  A  W.  574.) 

These,  and  other  case^  do  hold  substantially  that  where  there 
has  been  an  attempt  to  make  service  of  process  upon  the  de- 
fendant, which  has  &iled  by  reason  of  service  being  made  by 
mistake  upon  another  person,  or  by  reason  of  the  defendant's 
refusing  to  receive  it,  where  he  has  kept  out  of  the  way,  and 
it  has  been  left  with  some  one  for  him,  if  such  process  after- 
wards actually  came  to  his  possession,  it  is  a  good  personal 
service.  And  the  courts  there  have  refused  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  no  process  has  been  served,  un- 
less in  addition  to  the  want  of  service,  it  is  also  made  to  appear 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  such  process  had  not  come 
to  his  knowledge.  But  I  apprehend  that  this  is  not  now  the 
practice  of  the  English  courts.  Or  at  all  events  that  the  prac- 
tice is  not  uniform  in  all  the  courts.  In  Ooggs  agt  Lord  Hun* 
tingiower,  (12  M.  <t  W.  502,)  on  motion  for  leave  to  enter  the 
defendant's  appearance,  it  was  shown  by  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney, that  after  several  ineffectual  attempts  to  serve  the  defend- 
ant with  a  copy  of  the  writ  of  summons,  he  went  to  his  resi- 
dence,  and  was  informed  by  a  servant,  over  the  garden  wall, 
that  her  master  was  not  at  home  ;  that  he  then  stated  to  her, 
that  he  would  leave  a  copy  of  the  writ  for  her  master,  where- 
upon she  put  a  basket  over  the  garden  wall  with  a  string  at- 
tached ;  that  he  put  a  true  copy  of  the  writ  in  the  basket,  and 
requested  the  servant  to  give  it  to  the  defendant,  which  she 
promised  to  do ;  that  immediately  afterwards  he  heard  the  de- 
fendant say  to  the  servant,  "  take  it  back,  I  won't  have  it" 
The  affidavit  also  stated,  that  the  defendant  saw  the  servant  on 
a  subsequent  day,  who  informed  him,  that  she  had  given  the 
copy  to  her  master.  In  support  of  the  motion,  the  cases  above 
referred  to  were  cited.  Parke,  B.,  said :  "  In  consequenceof 
those  decisions,  the  judges  have  come  to  a  determination  that 
in  future  there  shall  be  no  equivalent  for  a  personal  service." 
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And  Alderson,  B.,  said :  "  Service  means  serving  this  de- 
fendant with  a  copy  of  the  process,  and  showing  him  the  ori- 
ginal if  he  desires  it."  The  court  refused  the  rule,  thus  over- 
ruling Williams  agt  PigffoU,  in  the  same  court,  and  disregard- 
ing all  the  former  cases.  The  Code  prescribes  how  an  action 
shall  be  commenced  and  how  the  sumnvDns  shall  be  served. 
(§§  127,  184.)  The  action  must  be  commenced  by  the  service 
of  a  summons,  and  such  service  in  all  cases,  except  when  the 
action  is  against  a  corporation,  an  in&nt  under  the  age  of 
fourteen  years,  or  a  person  judicially  declared  to  be  of  unsound 
mind,  must  be  made  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  summons  to 
the  defendant  personally.  This  service  may  be  made  by  any 
person  not  a  party  to  the  action.    {Sectian  133.) 

But  to  constitute  a  service,  it  must  be  delivered  by  some  one 
at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  or  who  is  acting 
imder  his  authority.  A  mere  casual  delivery  by  a  person  hav- 
ing no  authority  from  the  plaintiff,  or  his  attorney,  to  make  the 
service,  would  be  no  service  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code, 
and  would  not  constitute  the  commencement  of  an  action.  The 
service  here  was  clearly  not  upon  the  defendant,  but  upon 
another  person,  who  was  supposed >})y  the  plaintiff's  agent  to 
be  the  defendant.  The  defendant  had  no  agency  whatever  in 
misleading  the  plaintiff's  agent.  The  summons  came  to  the 
defendant's  hands  casually,  and  not  as  a  service  from  the 
plaintiff. 

There  is  but  one  case  in  this  court,  that  I  have  been  able  to 
find,  where  a  judgment  without  process  served,  or  an  appear- 
ance by  an  attorney,  has  been  upheld.  That  is  an  anonymous 
case  in  4  How.  Pr.  Bep.  112.  The  sheriff  in  that  case,  under- 
took to  serve  a  capias  upon  the  defendant,  but  served  it  upon 
another  person,  and  returned  it  served,  upon  the  defendant. 
There  was  a  judgment  by  defeult,  and  the  court  refused  to  set 
it  aside  on  motion  of  the  defendant,  there  being  no  affidavit  of 
merits,  and  held  that  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  the 
judgment  was  regular,  and  that  the  return  of  the  sheriff  was 
matter  of  record,  "  and  could  not  be  impeached  in  that  colla- 
teial  way."    This  was  a  decision  at  special  term,  and  does  not 
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appear  to  have  undergone  anj  consideration.  The  ruling  goes 
beyond  any  former  case,  and  puts  the  &lse  return  of  a  sheriff 
to  a  capias,  upon  the  same  footing  with  an  unauthorized  ap- 
pearance by  a  responsible  attorney.  Besides,  it  was  a  mistake 
to  suppose  that  the  return  was  attacked  collaterally.  It  was  a 
direct  proceeding  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  the  return 
was  unquestionably  fiUse.  I  think  that  decision  is  not  law, 
and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  followed.  It  does  not  come  within 
the  reasons  which  have  prevailed  in  former  cases.  It  makes  a 
faiae  return  conclusive  against  a  defendant,  without  reference 
to  the  adequacy  of  his  remedy  against  any  one.  The  rule 
should  not  be  extended.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  no 
action  has  been  commenced  against  the  defendant,  and  that 
consequently  the  judgment  and  execution  are  entirely  irregu- 
lar and  defective,  and  must  be  set  aside. 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Behak,  plaintiff  in  error  agi  The  People,  defendants  in 

error. 

In  the  paflflage  of  the  act  entitled  "  An  act  to  ropprees  intemperance  and  to  regu- 
late the  sale  of  intoxicating  liqnors,"  paased  April  16th,  1857,  it  was  not  the 
design  of  the  legidataTe  to  limit  the  punishment  of  the  violation  of  the  act,  to 
the  penalty  imposed  therein,  bnt  to  anthorize  a  proceeding  bj  complaint  befive 
a  magistrate,  or  bj  mdiidmettL 

Behan  was  indicted  and  convicted,  at  the  Onondaga  general 
sessions,  of  the  offence  of  selling  strong  and  spirituous  liquors 
and  wines,  without  having  any  license  therefor,  under  chapter 
628  of  1857,  §  18,  being  the  act  to  suppress  intemperance  and 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors.  The  judgment 
was  on  appeal  aflSrmed  by  the  supreme  court,  at  general  term 
in  the  fifth  district,  and  ihe  defendant  appealed  to  this  court 
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By  the  court — Pratt,  Justice.  It  is  well  settled,  tliat  wheffo 
an  act  is  prohibited  by  statute,  which  is  not  criminal  at  com- 
mon law,  and  a  penalty  is  imposed  in  the  same  statute,  ^leolair- 
ing  such  prohibition,  the  act  is  not  indictable.  The  principle 
was  distinctly  recognized  in  the  case  of  T?ie  People  agt  Smithy 
(18  Wend.  841.)  It  is  based  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
legislature,  having  fixed  the  penalty,  at  the  same  time  of  pro- 
hibiting the  act,  designed  that  there  should  be  no  other  pun- 
ishment But  where  the  act  was  criminal  at  common  law,  or 
already  prohibited  by  a  former  statute,  the  imposition  of  a 
civil  penalty,  would  not  take  away  the  power  to  punish  by  in* 
dictment  So,  when  the  statute  itself  contains  any  provisions 
showing  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that  the  civil  pen- 
alty should  constitute  the  only  punishment,  the  remedy  by  in- 
dictment would  not  be  taken  away* 

Hence,  if  a  statute  direct  that  the  prosecutor  may  proceed  in 
a  certain  way,  or  otherwise,  as  "  if  a  statute  give  a  recovery 
by  action  of  debt,  bill,  plaint  or  information  or  otherwise,"  it 
authorizes  a  proceeding  by  indictment  {Arch.  Or.  PL  1,  2 ; 
Hawk.  chap.  25,  §  4;  Grijffith  agt  WeUs,  5  Denio,  227.) 

In  fine,  it  is  simply  a  question  of  legislative  intent  In  look- 
ing, therefore,  at  the  statute  in  question,  in  its  whole  scope  and 
bearing,  and  in  connection  with  previous  legislation  upon  the 
same  subject,  can  we  infer  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  leg- 
islature to  confine  the  remedy  for  a  violation  of  its  provisions 
in  selling  without  license,  to  the  civil  penalty  therein  imposed, 
or  is  the  intention  manifest  that  the  offender  shall  also  be  pun- 
ishable by  indictment  ?  Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the 
statute,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  conclusion  is  irresistible,  that 
the  latter  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  state,  at  least  since  the  year 
1801,  if  not  before,  to  make  (fences  against  the  excise  law8| 
punishable  by  indictment  By  the  17th  section  of  the  act  of 
1801,  to  lay  a  duty  on  strong  liquors,  "and  for  regulating  inna 
and  taverns/'  all  offences  against  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  were  declared  to  be  misdemeanors.  This  provision  has 
been  continued  from  that  time  down  to  the  enactment  of  the 
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pxohibitoTy  law  in  1855.  The  preBiunptioQ,  tberefore,  isagaizMt 
the  design  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  in  the  restoration  <A 
the  license  laws,  to  change  a  policy  so  long  adhered  to.  It 
should  require  a  clear  expression  of  the  legislative  will  to  that 
dOTect  to  justify  the  courts  in  holding  that  offences  against  those 
laws  are  no  longer  indictable. 

The  act  under  consideration,  in  its  leading  characteristics,  is 
very  similar  to  the  old  excise  laws,  both  in  its  prohibitians 
and  its  penaltiea  Under  those  laws,  the  selling  in  quantities 
less  than  five  gallons,  was  prohibited  by  penalties  in  substan- 
tially the  same  form  as  in  the  present  act ;  and  the  supreme 
court,  in  the  cases  of  The  People  agt.  Stevens^  (18  Wend.  841,) 
and  The  People  agt  Broum,  (16  Wend.  661,)  held,  that  selling 
the  prohibited  quantities  without  license,  were  offences  against 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  therefore  misdemeanors,  aad  iuf 
dictable. 

J£f  therefore,  seHing  without  license,  constituted  affenoes 
against  the  provisions  of  that  act,  it  is  difficult  to  find  any  good 
isason  why  similar  violations  of  the  present  statute  should  not 
also  be  deemed  offences  against  its  provisions.  And  if  they 
are  to  be  deemed  offences,  no  one  will  deny  that  they  are  in- 
dictable. 

2d.  The  whole  scope  and  character  of  the  act  shows  that  the 
term  offence^  when  it  is  used  in  connection  with  those  diree- 
tions  which  are  only  applicable  to  misdemeanors,  is  not  used 
ina  limited  sense,  but  was  used  to  define  all  substantial  violas 
Horn  of  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

By  section  16,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  certain  officers  therein 
enumerated,  to  arrest  "  all  persons  found  actually  engaged  in 
the  commission  of  any  offence  in  vtokUion  of  this  act,  and  forth- 
with to  carry  such  person  before  any  magistrate,  &c.,"  who  is 
to  try  them,  or  hold  them  to  bail,  as  for  any  other  misdemean- 
or triable  by  a  court  of  special  sessions. 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  same  section,  it  is  made  the  duty 
of  ^'  the  magistrate  to  entertain  any  complaints  of  a  violation  of 
this  ad  made  by  any  person  under  oath,  and  fi>rthwith  to  issue 
» irwcant  and  cause  such  offender  to  be  brought  before  him  to 
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comply  with  the  proYisions  of  this  section,  &c."  Here  the 
term  used  is  "  any  complaint  of  a  violation  of-  this  act,'"  and 
upon  such  complaint  being  made,  a  warrant  is  to  be  issued. 
The  tenn  "  oflfence,"  which  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  insists 
only  means  those  violations  of  the  laws  declared  in  the  act  it- 
self to  be  misdemeanors,  is  not  used,  but  the  more  general  term 
"  violation  of  this  (W<,"  and  the  proceedings  directed  to  be  taken 
by  the  magistrate  are  such  as  are  applicable  to  cases  of  misde* 
meanors  only. 

So  by  section  29th,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  courts  ''  to  in- 
struct grand  jurors  to  inquire  into  aU  (fences  against  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  and  to  present  all  offenders  under  this  act" 
Now  it  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  the  legislature  would  have 
inserted,  so  carefully  in  the  act,  these  special  directions  to  po- 
lice officers,  magistrates  and  courts,  in  order  to  secure  extra- 
ordinary vigilance  in  the  detection  and  conviction  of  offenders 
against  the  three  or  four  comparatively  unimportant  provisions 
of  the  act^  which  are  specially  declared  to  be  misdemeanor& 

8d.  The  act  of  selling  without  license,  is  called  in  those  sec- 
tions of  the  statute  imposing  the  penalties,  offences. 

By  section  18th,  it  is  declared  that  '^  whoever  shall  sell  any 
strong  or  spirituous  liquors  or  wines,  in  quantities  in  less,  &e., 
shall  forfeit  $50  for  each  offence?^  By  section  14th,  "  whoever 
shall  sell,  to  be  drank  in  his  house,  &c.,  shall  forfeit  $50 />r 
ea^h  offenceJ^  In  fine,  all  through  the  statute,  violations  of  the 
provisions  of  the  act  are  termed  offences.  And  it  is  a  primary 
rule,  for  the  interpretation  of  statutes,  that  when  the  same  term 
or  expression  is  used  in  different  parts  of  the  same  statute,  it 
shsdl  be  deemed  to  have  the  same  meaning,  unless  the  contraiy 
very  plainly  appears  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture.   {Smith  on  Statutes,  678 ;  James  agt.  Dubois,  1  Ear.  285.) 

The  general  statutory  definition,  as  given  in  the  Eevised 
Statutes,  which  is  invoked  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  in  aid  of 
the  construction  insisted  upon  by  him,  throws  but  little  light 
upon  that  point.  By  that  statute,  the  term  offence  when  used 
in  a  statute,  shall  be  construed  to  mean  any  offence  for  which 
any  criminal  punishment  may  by  law  be  inflicted.    Now,  the 
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question  in  oontroyersj  is,  whether  this  particular  violation  of 
the  act  is  punishable  criminally?  If  so,  the  term  offence  ap- 
plied to  it,  would  be  in  strict  accordance  with  the  statutory 
definition  of  the  term.  Again ;  as  it  already  appears,  the  act 
itself  calls  this  violation  an  offence.  Now,  if  the  statutory  de- 
finition of  that  term  is  of  any  force  whatever  to  setfle  the  ques- 
tion under  examination,  it  is  against  the  construction  contended 
for  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner.  For  the  term  when  used  in  any 
statute,  is  to  be  construed  to  mean  any  offence  for  which  any 
criminal  punishment  may  be  inflicted.    (2  R.  &  886,  §  87.) 

4th.  The  only  reasons  which  have  been  suggested  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  views  above  expressed,  worthy  of  consideration, 
are  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  act  itself  declares  some  three 
or  four  of  the  violations  of  its  provisions  misdemeanors.  It 
is  insisted  that  the  maxim,  "  expressio  unius  eat  exdusio  dU&' 
riusj'^  in  its  legal  application  to  this  statute,  would  exclude 
the  assumption  that  any  other  offences  were  designed  to  be 
deemed  misdemeanors.  In  a  statute  which  appears  to  have 
been  carefully  drawn  up,  and  all  its  provisions  carefully  con- 
sidered, I  should  be  inclined  to  give  great  force  to  that  maxim. 
But  the  statute  under  consideration,  ai^)ear8  upon  its  &ce  to 
have  been  very  carelessly  fiumed,  and  to  have  been  adopted 
without  a  very  careful  consideration  of  its  provisions.  In  such 
case  it  would  not  be  safe  to  give  that  maxim  much  force.  It 
would  be  much  safer  to  look  at'the  general  scope  and  purpose 
of  the  act,  and  to  search  there  for  an  expression  of  the  legisla- 
tive intention.  And  in  looking  over  all  the  provisions  of  the 
act  in  their  general  scope  and  tenor,  I  cannot  resist  tiie  convic- 
tion that  offences  against  its  provisions  were  designed  to  be 
punishable  as  misdemeanors. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  satisfied  that  it  was  not  the  design 
of  the  legislature  to  limit  punishments  of  the  violation  of  the 
act  in  question,  to  the  penalty  imposed  therein,  but  to  autho- 
rize a  proceeding  by  complaint  before  a  magistrate,  or  by  in- 
lictment. 

The  judgment  was  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Abnolb  and  othera  agt  Rinoold  and  wife. 

A  married  woman  soed  with  her  husband,  in  respect  to  her  aepanto  estate^  iBftj 
put  in  a  separate  demurrer. 

The  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  have  made  no  change  with  regard  to  the  personal 
liability  c€  a  married  woman ;  where  she  has  a  separate  estate,  her  obligations 

'  incaired  on  the  &ith  of  it,  or  for  the  benefit  of  it,  are  enforced,  where  capable 
of  being  enforced,  as  a  dmrge,  and  never  as  a  personal  liability.  But  it  is  essen- 
tial that  it  should  expressly  appear  that  she  charged  her  separate  estate;  this 
is  the  gravamen  of  the  claim. 

When  in  general  language  it  is  declared  that  "  a  married  woman  cannot  make  a 
oontiact,"  it  is  meant  that  she  cannot  make  a  contract  chaipng  herself  per^ 
mmaJOy,  But  she  can  incur  a  debt  by  the  purchase  of  goods  or  any  other  obli^ 
gation,  and  such  are  contracts,  and  make  them  a  charge  on  her  separate  estate, 
although  she  may  not  be  personaUy  liable. 

New '  York  Special  Term^  April^  1858. 
Dekurreb  to  complaint 


•  for  defendants. 
'  for  plaintiffs. 


Clerke,  Justice.  It  is  objected  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  that 
a  married  woman  cannot  put  in  a  separate  demurrer  without 
leave  of  her  husband.  This,  perhaps,  contains  the  general  rule, 
where  she  is  merely  joined  as  a  defendant  formally  with  her 
husband ;  but  where  she  is  proceeded  against  in  respect  to  her 
separate  estate,  she  must  be  treated  and  may  act  as  dkfeme  sole, 
whether  her  husband  is  or  is  not  united  with  her  in  defence  of 
the  action.  If  the  rule  was  so  rigorous  as  the  counsel  con- 
tends ;  a  married  woman  when  sued  by  her  husband,  as  in 
some  cases  she  can  be,  would  be  under  the  necessity  of  asking 
permission  to  do  what  it  probably  would  be  against  his  inter- 
est to  grant,  and  she  would  thus  be  entirely  in  the  power  of 
her  opponent,  placing  her  separate  rights  practically  at  his  dis- 
posal 
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The  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  have  made  no  change  with  re* 
gard  to  the  personal  liability  of  a  married  woman.  Where  she 
has  a  separate  estate,  her  obligations  incurred  on  the  fSdth  of  it, 
or  for  the  benefit  of  it,  are  enforced  when  capable  of  being  en- 
forced, as  a  aharge^  and  never  as  a  peisonal  liability.  But  it  is 
essential  that  it  should  expressly  appear  that  she  charged  her 
separate  estate ;  this  is  the  gravamen  of  the  claim,  and  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  remedy,  which  the  plaintiff  asks  the  court  to 
afford. 

JxL  the  complaint  before  me,  however,  this  allegation  is  not 
only  omitted,  but  it  is  affirmed  that  the  goods  were  sold  and 
delivered  to  the  husband ;  the  counsel  giving  as  an  excuse  for 
this  inconsistent  allegation,  that  an  allegation  stating  that  they 
were  sold  and  delivered  to  the  wife,  would  have  been  bad,  as 
she  cannot  make  a  contract.  This  is  a  mistake,  and  a  very 
common  mistake.  When  in  general  language  it  is  declared, 
that  "  a  married  woman  cannot  make  a  contract,"  it  is  meant 
that  she  cannot  make  a  contract  charging  herself  personally. 
But  as  we  know,  she  can  incur  a  debt  or  any  other  obligation, 
and  make  it  a  charge  on  her  separate  estate.  And  what  is  this, 
if  it  is  not  a  contract  7  She  could,  therefore,  have  purchased 
these  goods  from  the  plaintiff,  and  although  not  personally 
liable  for  the  payment  of  them,  if  she  has  a  separate  estate  and 
has  expressly  charged  it  with  this  obligation,  (which  must  be 
alleged  and  proved,)  the  court  will  enforce  its  collection,  by 
fixing  it  as  a  lien  upon  her  estate,  if  she  has  one.  The  com- 
plaint contains  no  allegations  of  this  nature ;  but  as  I  have 
said,  contains  one  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  the  obliga- 
tion was  incurred  by  her.  She  could  indeed,  charge  her  es- 
tate as  security  for  her  husband's  obligation,  but  this  is  not 
pretended. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  on  the  demurrer,  unless  the 
plaintifEs  amend  within  ten  days,  and  pay  the  Qosts  of  the 
term. 
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SUPKEMB  OOUET. 
Ebekezeb  Haight  agt  Orator  Holcomb* 

An  attorney  is  entitled  to  tk  Uen  upon  the  Judgment  £>r  the  amount  due  him  for 

aervioes  rendered  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  whether  as  attomej"  or 

counsel 
And  notwithstanding  a  settlement  of  the  suit  between  the  parties,  the  attorney 

as  the  equitable  assignee  of  the  judgment^  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  due  him, 

has  a  right  to  enforce  payment  by  exeaUiofk 

Albany  Special  Dsrm^  October^  1857. 

Motion  to  stay  proceedings^ 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  balance  claimed  to  be 
due  upon  a  special  contract.  Issue  being  joined,  it  was  re- 
ferred to  referees,  who  reported  that  there  was  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  sum  of  $722.  For  this  amount^  with  $344  costs^  mak- 
ing $1,066,  judgment  was  perfected  on  the  27th  of  July,  1857- 

The  next  day  the  parties  met  together,  and  agreed  to  settle 
the  judgment  for  $1,000,  for  which  sum  the  defendant  agreed 
to  execute  to  the  plaintiff  his  promissory  note,  payable  in  two 
years.  The  note  was  also  to  be  signed  by  Abel  Holcomb  and 
Friend  Holcomb.  A  note  was  accordingly  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  was  signed  by  Abel  Holcomb,  and  was  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff,  who  executed  a  receipt  therefor,  as  follows : 
*•"*  Cairo,  July  28th,  1857.  Eeceived  of  Orator  Holcomb,  his 
note  for  $1,000,  which  is  in  full  of  all  demands,  &c.,  on  condi- 
tion that  Friend  Holcomb  signs  the  above  mentioned  note  with 
O.  and  A.  Holcomb.    Ebenezbb  Haight." 

On  the  4th  of  August,  1857,  D.  K  Olney,  Esq.,  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  by  direction  of  the  plain tiffj  served  upon  lie 
defendant  a  notice  that  the  note  which  had  been  made  and  de- 
livered on  the  28th  of  July,  would  not  be  received,  and  that 
the  judgment  would  be  collected  in  due  course  of  law.  Mr. 
Olney,  on  the  same  day,  served  upon  the  defendant  a  notice 
that  he  claimed  to  have  a  lien  upon  the  judgment  for  $250.25, 
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for  his  costs,  ootmsel  fees  and  disbursements,  in  the  action. 
An  execution  to  the  sheriff  of  Greene,  was  also  issued  on  the 
same  day. 

On  the  28th  day  of  August,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  again 
met,  and  agreed  upon  another  settlement,  which  was  reduced 
to  writing,  and  indorsed  upon  the  receipt  given  on  the  28th 
of  July,  as  follows :  ''  It  is  agreed  that  the  judgment  in  the 
supreme  court,  in  £etyor  of  Ebenezer  Haight  against  0.  Hol- 
oomb, shall  stand  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  within 
described  note,  and  that  the  signature  of  Friend  Holcomb  to 
the  note  ia  waived." 

(STgned,)  «B.  Haight, 

"O.  HOLCOMB." 

At  the  time  this  settlement  was  made,  the  plaintiff  was  in* 
formed  of  the  notice  which  had  been  served  upon  the  defend* 
ant  by  his  attorney,  and  he  then  claimed  and  insisted  that  he 
had  a  good  defence  and  set-off  against  any  daim  or  demand 
which  his  attorney  had  against  him  for  costs  and  counsel  fees 
in  this  action.  The  plaintiff  at  the  same  time,  agreed  that  the 
execution  might  be  withdrawn,  upon  payment  of  the  sheriff's 
fees,  and  tlie  defendant  accordingly  paid  to  the  sheriff  his  fees, 
amounting  to  $26.  The  sheriff  revised  to  return  the  execu- 
tion, but  insists  upon  collecting  thereon  the  sum  of  $250,  and 
has  been  indemnified  for  so  doing  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney. 

Upon  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  setting  forth  these  &cts, 
and  a  forther  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  in  which  he  denied  that 
he  was  indebted  to  his  attorney  in  any  amount  whatever  for 
his  services,  the  defendant  moved  for  an  order  setting  aside 
the  execution  or  staying  all  further  proceedings  thereon. 

Affidavits  were  read  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  tending  to 
show  that  there  was  due  to  Mr.  Olney  Tor  his  costs  and  coun- 
sel fees  in  this  action,  the  sum  claimed  in  his  notice  of  the  4th 
of  August. 

S.  A.  QivwsfS,  for  moium, 
D.  E.  Olk£Y,  ojfposecL 

Vol.  XVI.  11 
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Harris,  Justice.  *  The  settlement  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant now  relies  to  defeat  the  exeeution,  was  made  on  the  28tli 
of  August.  He  had  before  that  had  notice  of  the  lien  claimed 
by  the  attorney.  If,  therefore,  the  attorney  had  a  lien  upon 
the  judgment  for  his  services,  the  defendant  is  not  in  a  situa- 
tion to  claim  protection  on  the  ground  that  when  he  made  the 
settlement,  he  was  ignorant  of  such  claim. 

It  was  a  well  settled  doctrine  before  the  Oode,  that  although 
costs  were  in  form  recovered  by  the  prevailing  party,  and  be- 
came a  part  of  the  judgment  in  his  favor,  yet  the  attorney  was 
to  be  regarded  as  an  equitable  assignee  to  Ihe  extent  of  his 
costs,  and  his  rights  as  such  assignee  would  be  protected. 
{See  WiUtams  agt  BaUerman^  4  Barb.  47,  and  causes  dted) 

Nor  can  I  perceive  that  the  doctrine  has  been  changed  by 
the  Code.  A  reference  to  the  first  title  of  the  chapter  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  relating  to  costs,  (2  S.  S.  612,)  will  show 
diat  costs,  under  the  former  system  of  proceedings,  were  al- 
ways recovered  as  they  are  now,  by  the  prevailing  party  in 
the  action.  The  third  title  of  the  same  chapter,  prescribed  the 
fees  of  various  officers  of  the  court,  including  among  odiexs, 
attorneys  and  counsellons.  These  fees,  upon  taxation,  became 
a  part  of  the  costs  recovered  by  the  party.  So  now,  certain 
allowances  are  made  to  the  prevailing  party,  which  are  called 
costs.  The  rates  of  these  allowances  have  been  changed,  but 
as  before,  they  are  recovered  by  the  party,  and  become  a  part 
of  bis  judgment  The  great  change  which  the  Code  effected 
in  this  re£{>ect,  was  the  repeal  of  all  statutes  fixing  the  com- 
pensation of  attorneys,  solicitors  and  counsellors,  and  leaving 
the  amount  open  to  contract  between  the  parties  in  each  par- 
ticular case.  The  fee  bill  is  no  longer  a  criterion  by  which  the 
amount  (bo  which  the  attorney  is  entitled  can  be  determined. 
Se  is  now  entitled  to  receive,  not  the  sum  which  has  been  al- 
lowed to  his  client  for  costs,  but  such  sum  as  he  has  agreed  to 
receive,  or  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement,  such  sum 
as  his  services  were  worth. 

But  in  all  this,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  attorney  should 
not  have  the  benefit  of  the  former  doctrine,  that  he  is  to  be  re- 
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I^arded  a?  the  equitable  asignee  of  the  judgment /o  the  e^cUmt  of 
^i$  ciaim/or  jfervices.  The  mode  in  whioh  the  extent  c^  his 
iaferest  is  asoertaiDed  is  changed,  bat  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  courts  act  in  protecting  that  interest,  are  unchanged.  {See 
Sherwood  agt  The  Buffalo  and  New  -  York  Oily  Bailroad  Oomr 
ffmy,  12  How.  136 ;  Sweet  agt  Barileti,  4  Sand  =661 ;  Ward 
agt  Wordsworth,  9  How.  16 ;  IE.  J).  Smith,  698.)  In  the  lat- 
ter case,  the  question  directly  before  the  court  was,  whether 
the  lien  of  the  attorney  for  his  services  had  been  abolished  by 
the  Code  ?  The  whole  subject  has  received  at  the  hands  of 
Judge  Daly,  a  more  complete  and  thorough  examination  than 
I  have  met  with  elsewhere.  The  opinion  itself  is  a  fine  speci- 
men of  juridic|al  learning  and  sound  argument  ''All  that  the 
Ciode  h^  done,"  says  the  learned  judge,  "  has  been  to  abolish 
the  fee  bill,  and  take  away  all  restraints  upon  attorneys  mak- 
ing agreements  with  their  clients  for  their  services.  It  has  left 
the  attorney  to  agree  with  his  client  for  a  greater  or  less  sum 
than  is  given  to  the  party,  by  way  of  indemnity  for  his  ex- 
penses ;  but  I  cannot  see  how  this  legislation  can  be  regarded 
as  abolishing  or  affecting  the  attorney's  lien.  He  did  not  de- 
rive it  from  these  statutes.  It  existed  long  before  any  fee  bill 
was  enacted.  The  right  to  a  lien  for  services  rendered  is  one 
thing,  and  .the  measure  by  which  the  value  of  these  services  is 
ascertained,  is  another.  The  latter  has  been  tbe  subject  of 
statutory  enactment,  the  former  has  not.  The  statute  has  not 
interfered  with  the  right  of  lien,  except  to  limit  the  extent  of 
it ;  and  when  that  limitation  is  removed  by  the  repeal  of  all 
statutes  regulating  the  fees  of  attorneys,  the  right  of  lien,  upon 
the  authority  of  adjudged  cases,  stands  precisely  as  it  stood 
before." 

My  conclusion  in  this  case  is,  that  Mr.  Olney  is  entitled  to 
a  lien  upon  the  judgment  for  the  amount  due  him  for  services 
rendered  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  whether  as  attorney  or 
counsel,  and  that  notwithstaDding  the  settlement  between  the 
parties,  as  the  equitable  assignee  of  the  judgment  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  amount  due  him,  has  a  right  to  enforce  payment  by 
execution. 
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Before  making  a  final  order  upon  the  motion,  and  for  the 
ptirpoee  of  ascertaining  the  amount  justlj  due  to  tfie  attorney 
for  his  services  as  attorney  and  counsel  in  the  action,  I  shall 
direct  a  reference  to  inquire  and  report  upon  that  fact.  An 
order  will  be  entered  appointing  Rufus  H.  King,  Esq.,  a  ref- 
eree for  that  purpose,  and  directing  that  the  further  hearing  of 
the  motion  stand  oyer  until  the  coming  in  of  the  report 


SUPERIOE  OOUET. 


James  T.  Duigan,  respondent  agt.  Bobert  Hogan,  ap* 

pellant 

Bj  iiie  tenoB  of  rnHon 47  of  tUU  10,  chapier  S,pairt3of  ihs  Rdoued  SUOutea,  in 
an  application  fi>r  the  diBpoBBesBion  of  a  UnanU,  upon  certain  specified  allega- 
tiona^  the  landlord  m&j  require  that  the  tenant  be  Bummaiily  removed.  The 
tenant  may  interpose  certain  spedflc  groundB  of  resLstanoe.  The  issues  made 
between  them  shall  be  tried  by  a  jury.  Upon  a  determination  in  &Tor  of  the 
landlord,  he  shaU  be  put  in  poasession ;  and  neither  by  writ  of  oortiorarif  (al- 
though the  proceedings  may  be  reviewed  by  certiorari,)  nor  by  any  other  writ 
or  order  of  any  court  or  officer,  (by  iiyunction  or  otherwise^)  shall  the  proceed' 
ings  be  stayed. 

There  is  no  iaoonsistency  between  section  219  of  the  Code  and  the  said  47th  secy 
tion  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  Code  provides,  that  where  a  case  is  made 
upon  which,  by  existing  laws,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  an  izgunction,  he 
may  have  an  injunction  pendente  Ute,  And  by  the  47th  section  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  the  court  are  in  substance  forbidden  to  grant  an  injunction  staying 
the  proceedings  arismg  under  that  act 

In  this  case,  it  appeared  that  a  warrant  of  dispossession  had  been  issued  in  &kvar 
of  the  landlord  against  the  tenant  by  the  magistrate  after  a  trial  by  juiy,  on 
proceedings  instituted  by  the  tenant,  and  a  judgment  hi  the  landkHrd's  favor. 

The  tenant  brought  his  action  agamst  the  landlord,  and  in  his  complaint  prayed  that 
the  performance  of  the  covenaiU  to  repair  be  adjudged  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  defendant's  right  to  rent,  or  to  institute  proceedingB  to  dispossess ;  that  the 
expenses  to  which  the  tenant  had  been  subjected,  be  adjudged  payment  of  the 
rent ;  and  that  he  have  judgment  for  the  damages  sustained  by  the  landlord's 
neglect  to  repair ;  that  the  landlord  be  directed  to  put  the  premises  in  repair, 
Ac. ;  and  that  in  the  meantime  the  landlord  be  restrained  by  injunction  from 
taking  any  warrant  to  dispossess  the  plaintifl;  &a 
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JfiU;  that  ilie  plaintiff  had  mistaken  his  remedj ;  he  should  have  paid  his  rent, 
and  if  he  had  a  just  daim  against  the  defendanl^  sue  and  ooUect  it ;  there  was 
nothing  new  in  this  oonrse. 

General  Tkrm^  May,  1858. 

Before  BoswoRTH,  Hoffman,  Slosson,  Woodeufp  and 
PlEBBEPONT,  Jusidcea. 

Appeal  from  order  at  special  term  granting  an  injunction. 

The  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  fortified  by  affidavits  on  his 
behalf  represented  in  substance,  that  the  defendant  leased  thir- 
teen dwelling-houses,  then  out  of  repair,  to  the  plaintiflF,  and 
covenanted  diat  he  would  put  them  in  complete  repair ;  that 
the  defendant  neglected  and  refused  to  make  such  repairs,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  great  damage  thereby,  and  had 
been  himself  put  to  expense  in  making  repairs  that  were  ne- 
cessary ;  that  the  making  of  such  repairs  was  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  defendant's  right  to  claim  any  rent ;  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  apply  such  expenses  on  account  of  the 
lent^  and  to  be  allowed  such  damages  in  extinguishment  of 
fhe  rent  which  had  accrued ;  that  the  defendant,  nevertheless, 
upon  the  allegation  that  the  rent  for  the  quarter  ending  the 
first  of  April  last,  was  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  had  instituted  pro- 
ceedings under  the  act  authorizing  summary  proceedings  for 
the  dispossession  of  a  tenant  holding  over  afi^r  non-payment 
of  rent,  before  a  magistrate,  who  refused  to  permit  the  said 
matters  to  be  given  in  evidence,  and  on  the  trial  gave  judg- 
ment that  the  plaintiff  be  dispossessed ;  and  the  defendant 
threatens  to  apply  for,  and  the  justice  threatens  to  issue  a  war- 
rant to  put  the  landlord  in  possession  of  the  demised  premises. 
The  complaint  prays  that  the  performance  of  the  covenant  to 
repair  be  adjudged  a  condition  precedent  to  the  defendant's 
right  to  rent,  or  to  institute  proceedings  to  dispossess ;  that 
the  expenses  to  which  the  plaintiff  has  been  subjected,  be  ad- 
judged payment  of  the  rent,  and  that  he  have  judgment  for  the 
damages  sustained  'by  the  defendant's  neglect  to  repair ;  that 
the  defendant  be  directed  by  the  judgment  to  put  the  prem- 
ises in  repair,  &c. ;  and  that  in  the  meantime  the  defendant  be 


166  NBW-TORK  PBAOTICE  BEPORTa 

Daigan  agt.  Hogaa. 

restrained  by  injunctioii,  from  taking  any  warrant  id  dispb^' 
sess  the  plaintiff,  &c. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  showed  that  a  warrant  for  the 
dispossession  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  actually  i^ued  to  put 
the  defendant  in  the  possession  of  the  demised  pt^mised,  and 
was  already  in  the  hands  of  the  constable  for  execution;  thai 
it  was  issued  by  the  magistrate  after  a  trial  by  jury,  in:  the  pro- 
ceedings instituted  by  the  defendant,  and  after  a  full  hearing 
upon  the  matters  in  controversy  in  tho^  proceedings,  and  ai 
judgment  in  the  defendant's  &vor  therein. 

The  answer  further  denied  the  seteral  allegations  in  the' 
complaint)  upon  which  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  allowed 
for  expenses  and  damages,  by  reason  of  the  alleg^  want  cf 
repairs  was  founded ;  avers  that  the  defendant  performed  Md 
agreement  by  putting  the  premises  in  repair  according  to  the' 
terms  of  the  lease,  &c.  The  answer  was  also  Corroborated  by 
affidavits  annexed,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant. 

Upon  an  order  to  show  cause,  an  order  was  mad^e  at  special 
term,  that  upon  condition  that  the  plaintiff  deposit  the  amount 
of  rent  in  arrear,  to  abide  the  event  of  this  action,  with  a  ftus 
ther  amount  to  cover  any  costs  which  may  be  awarded  to  the^ 
defendant,  the  defendant  be  enjoined  from  issuing  or  serving 
any  warrant  to  dispossess  the  plaintiff,  or  taking  any  other 
proceedings  to  dispossess  him  of  the  demised  premises. 

From  this  order  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  gsnsrti 
term. 

Neuson  SmTH,  for  ajppeUani. 
John  W.  Ashmead,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court — ^Woodruff,  Justice.  By  the  plain  terms  of 
tKe  47th  section,  [now  48th  section,]  of  title  tenth  of  chapter 
8th,  part  8d  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  proceedings  on  an  appli- 
cation for  the  dispossession  of  a  tenant  under  that  title,  majr 
not  be  stayed  by  the  writ  or  order  of  any  court  or  officer. 

The  legislature,  in  granting  the  remedy  famished  by  that 
title,  have  prescribed  with  entire  precision,  what  allegations 
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nmsl  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  landlord,  aikd  what  issoee  the 
tenant  shall  be  permitted  to  take  and  submit  to  Uie  determina 
tion  of  the  j  ury.    If  those  issues  are  found  bj  the  j  ury  against 
the  tenant^  the  magistrate  is  imperatively  required  to  issue  hi4 
warrant  to  put  the  landlord  in  possession. 

It  is  wholly  unnecessary  for  us  to  inquire  what  considera* 
tions  induced  the  legislature  to  giye  the  landlords  this  summary 
mode  of  obtaining  possession  of  demised  premises,  or  why  they 
have  not  enlarged  the  grounds  of  resistance  or  defence  which 
the  tenant  might  interpose  to  defeat  the  application.  It  is 
enough  that  it  is  so  enacted,  and  when  the  legislature  have 
given  a  specific  defence,  and  have  allowed  no  other,  it  is  not 
for  any  court  to  say  that  althoagh  no  fraud  has  been  practiced} 
and  the  tenant  has  had  all  the  benefit  of  a  &ir  trial,  which  the 
statute  has  provided  for  him,  there  are  yet  other  defences, 
which  had  the  legislature  permitted  him  to  use  them,  might  or 
ought  to  have  availed  him,  and  upon  such  conclusion  to  repeal 
the  statute,  and  restrain  the  landlord  of  his  express  statute  re- 
dress. 

And  again,  the  statute  has  prescribed  a  specific  mode  of  re- 
viewing the  proceedings  had  before  the  magistrate  by  certio- 
rari to  the  supreme  court,  but  their  intention  that  the  parties 
should  be  permitted  to  act  on  the  presumption  that  a  deter- 
mination in  favor  of  the  landlord,  is  according  to  the  right 
of  the  matter,  and  their  purpose  to  make  the  proceedings  in  fact 
what  they  are  in  name,  summary^  is  shown  in  their  declaring 
that  the  proceedings  to  dispossess  shall  not  be  stayed  by  such 
certiorari.  No  allegation  of  error  shall,  therefore,  prevent  the 
execution  of  the  warrant,  even  while  a  review  is  taking  place 
which  may  vacate  the  whole  proceedings. 

To  this  is  then  added  the  provision  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages by  the  tenant,  by  reason  of  the  proceedings,  in  case  they 
shall  be  reversed  or  quashed  by  the  supreme  court  And 
finally,  no  writ  or  order  of  any  court  or  officer,  shall  stay  or 
suspend  the  proceedings  thus  authorized.  The  whole  scheme 
of  the  statute  is  this :  Upon  certain  specified  allegations,  the 
landlord  may  require  that  the  tenant  be  summarily  removed. 
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The  tenant  may  interpose  certain  specific  grounds  of  resistance. 
The  issues  made  between  them  shall  be  tried  by  a  jury.  Upon 
a  determination  in  &vor  of  the  landlord,  he  shall  be  put  into 
possession.  And  neither  by  writ  of  certiorari,  nor  by  any 
other  writ  or  order  of  any  court  or  officer,  shall  the  proceed- 
ings be  stayed.  The  proceedings  may,  nevertheless,  be  re- 
yiewed,  in  a  manner  prescribed,  and  if  reversed  or  quashed, 
the  tenant  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  his  damages  sustained 
by  the  proceedings,  with  costs. 

Here  is  a  complete  system  or  scheme,  which  the  legislature 
thought  wise  in  policy,  just  in  its  operation,  and  if  in  any  case 
harsh  in  its  efiEect,  still  a  lesser  evil  than  to  permit  landlords 
to  be  kept  out  of  possession  during  any  protracted  litigation 
into  which  the  tenants  might  find  means  to  involve  them. 
Although  it  was  not  claimed  on  the  argument  that  this  court 
may,  in  the  face  of  this  statute,  and  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  47th  section,  enjoin  the  landlord,  who  has  succeeded  on 
the  trial  before  the  magistrate,-  and  obtained  a  warrant  direct- 
ing the  officer  to  put  him  in  possession  of  the  demised  prem- 
ises, it  is  claimed  that  this  statute  is  modified,  and  this  47th 
section  is  in  substance  repealed  by  the  liberal  provisions  of  the 
Code,  which  confer  upon  the  courts  the  power  to  grant  injunc- 
tions, and  section  219  of  the  Code  is  referred  to,  as  producing 
this  change. 

Section  471  of  the  Code  provides,  that  the  second  part  of 
that  article,  in  which  the  219th  s^tion  is  found,  shall  not  affect 
any  proceedings  under  certain  specified  chapters  and  titles  of 
the  Eevised  Statutes,  of  which  chapter  8th  of  the  third  part  is 
one,  except  that  where  any  particular  provisions  of  those  chap- 
ters and  titles  are  plainly  inconsistent  with  the  Code,  such  pro- 
visions shall  be  deemed  repealed. 

It  is  therefore  obvious,  that  unless  section  219  is  plainly  in- 
consistent with  the  section  47  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  above 
referred  to,  then  that  section  is  in  full  force,  and  we  have  no 
power  to  enjoin  the  landlord  in  the  present  case.  The  section 
of  the  Code  referred  to  (219)  relates  solely  to  temporary  injunc- 
tions or  injunctions  penderUe  Zife,  and  thtf  very  first  condition 
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upon  wliicli  the  court  is  permitted  to  grant  a  temporaiy  in- 
junction is,  that  it  shall  appear  by  the  complaint,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded,  u  e.,  if  the  court  can 
see  that  if  the  plaintiff  finally  establishes  the  fitcts  he  allegeSi 
he  will  be  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded,  and  such  relief  con- 
sists  in  whole  or  in  part  in  restraining  some  act  which  would 
produce  injury  to  the  plainti£^  then  a  temporary  injunction 
may  be  granted.  And  it  necessarily  follows  that  if  we  can  see 
that  on  a  final  hearing,  no  such  injunction  can  be  granted  upon 
the  fiicts  alleged,  then  section  219  does  not  wairant  a  tempo- 
rary injunction* 

Whether  if  the  proofi  were  now  all  before  the  court,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  proved  the  &cts  alleged,  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion could  issue,  is,  therefore,  a  question  which  the  plaintiff 
must  answer  affirmatively  before  he  can  ask  anything  under 
section  219,  which  otherwise  has  no  application  whatever  to 
his  case.  That  section  cannot  be  invoked  to  show  that  on  a 
final  decree  an  injunction  may  be  granted,  because  it  only  ap- 
plies to  temporary  injunctions.  And  no  section  of  the  Code, 
nor  any  other  statute,  authorizes  any  court  on  a  final  hearing 
to  grant  a  perpetual  stay  of  proceedings  after  a  warrant  has 
been  issued,  or  to  suspend  the  execution  of  the  warrant  in  such 
proceedings  between  a  landlord  and  his  tenant,  holding  over 
without  paying  his  rent,  and  the  section  47  already  mentioned 
expressly  forbids  it  A  case  is  not  made,  therefore,  to  which 
section  219  can  apply,  because  it  does  not  appear  by  the  com- 
plaint that  the  facts,  if  all  that  is  alleged  i^ould  be  proved, 
will  warrant  the  court  at  a  final  hearing,  in  granting  an  in- 
junction. 

There  is,  therefore,  no  inconsistency  between  section  219  of 
the  C!ode,  and  section  47  of  the  Bevised  Statutes.  The  Code 
provides,  that  where  a  case  is  made  upon  which,  by  existing 
laws,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  an  injunction,  he  may 
have  an  injunction  pendente  Hie.  By  section  47,  the  court  are 
in  substance  forbidden  to  grant  the  injunction  sought  in  this 
case.  The  necessary  consequence  is,  the  case  for  a  temporary 
injunction  contemplated  by  section  219,  is  not  made  out    We 
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are,  tberefore,  clear  that  there  is  no  inconaistexiejr  befc^reealihe 
Code  and  the  provisions  of  the  statute  tinder  consideration,  and 
that  the  47th  section  of  the  statute  is  in  full  fofreB^ 

It  has  seemed  advisable  to  express  ourselves  distinctly  on 
this  point,  in  order  that  the  view  of  this  court  may  be  under* 
dtood  in  the  apparent  conflict  of  decision  which  has  been  ex- 
hibited on  this  question.  {Smith  agt  Moffat,  1  Barb.  S.  G.  K 
66 ;  Cure  agt.  Orawford,  5  Howard  Bep.  298 ;  Woodtwrth  agt 
Lyon,  id.  163 ;  YaUetson  agt.  SeynOL^  2  AlboU's  B.  121 ;  ByaU 
agt  Burr^  8  Howard  R  168 ;  Oapet  agt  Parker,  8  S^md.  & 
662.) 

These  views  do  <iot  necessanly  eonfiiet  with  the  case  of  For- 
re$ter  agt  Wilsm,  (1  Duat  R  624.)  The  power  of  ihe  court 
of  chancery  under  its  peculiar  jurisdiction  to  protect  a  party 
against  fraud,  eveu  when  such  firaud  is  attempted  under  the 
cover  of  a  statutory  proceeding,  is  not  involved  in  the  ease  now 
before  ua  The  fkcts  in  that  case  do  not.  appear  in  the  report, 
but  I  am  informed  by  mj  brethren,  that  there  the  proceed^ 
ings  were  taken  before  a  q^agisbrailer  at  a  distance  of  several 
miles  from  the  premises ;  that  the  utmost  dispatch  was  barely 
suf&cient  to  enable  the  tenant  to  reach  the  place  of  trial ;  that 
although  he  used  all  reasonable  diligence  to  arrive  in  seasoUi 
and  took  with  him  the  money  to  pay  the  rent  and  prevent  the 
issuing  of  the  waarrant,  levelling  by  the  car^  he  arrived  just 
as  the  warrant  was  signed  and  delivered,  and  a  moment  too 
late  to  make  the  payment  This  was  deemed  sufficient  reason 
for  interference,  on  the  ground  of  undue  advantage,  fraud  or 
surprise. 

Here  there  is  no  pretence  of  fraud  or  surprise.  The  tenant 
daifiaed  that  he  ought  not  to  pay  rent,  because  the  landlord 
had  broken  his  covenant  to  repair,  and  the  tenant  was  entitled 
to  damages.  Now,  this  claim  was  a  defence  to  the  summary 
proceedings  or  it  was  not.  If  it  was,  and  the  magistrate  erred 
in  rejecting  it,  his  error  may  be  oorteoled  by  a  proper  review 
of  the  prooeedinga  If  it  waift  not  a  defence,  then  we  can  only 
say  that  the  legislature  have  practically  said,  that  the  landlord 
shall  be  permitted  to  recotrer  possession  if  the  rent  is  not  paid, 
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and  a  warrant  of  dispoBseBsioii  be  obtidned,  notwiihstaiidmg 
sach  daim  for  damages,  and  without  being  subjeeted  to  th» 
dday  of  a  litigation  respecting  such  claim. 

Again ;  if  we  were  at  liberty  to  consider  this  question  under 
the  general  rules  of  equity,  it  would  be  obvious  to  remark,  it 
is  a  novel  view  of  the  power  and  duty  of  a  court  of  equity,  to 
suggest  that  when  the  legislature  have  said  that  certain  &cta 
shall  defeat  these  summary  proceedings,  and  if  they  are  not  es- 
tablished  the  landlord  shall  have  possession,  yet  a  court  of 
equity  may  say  that  certain  other  &cts  shall  avail  as  a  defence 
and  defeat  the  statute.  For  example,  if  it  be  conceded  that 
the  statute  does  not  permit  the  tenant  in  this  proceeding  to  set 
off  against  the  rent  a  claim  due  to  himself,  a  clear  legal  defence 
to  an  action  for  the  rent,  but  not  an^  extinguishment  or  pay- 
ment of  the  rent^  shall  a  court  of  equity  say  that  because^  the 
legislature  have  not  made  that  defence,  we  will  ?  Or  what  ia 
practically  sought  of  us^  although  the  legislature  have  in  sub- 
sUmce,  by  not  allowing,  prakHnted  the  tenant  from  setting  up 
any  mich  daim  as  a  ground  for  retaining  the  possession,  we,  a 
court  of  equity,  will  permit  it^  and  the  very  prohibition  in  ih» 
statute  shall  be  the  reason  for  our  doing  so.  And  as  already 
remarked,  if  such  set-off  be  a  defence  and  the  magistrate  erra 
in  rejecting  it,  the  remedy  of  the  tenant  is  by  a  review  of  hia 


Still  further,  if  the  subject  were  open  for  inquiry^  upon 
prizrdple,  we  should  say  that  the  plaintiff  has  ample  remedy 
without  the  aid  of  this  court  There  is  no  pretence  that  the 
landlord  is  insolvent  All  that  the  tenant  had  to  do  for  the 
preservation  of  his  rights  was  to  pay  his  rent,  and  if  he  had 
any  just  claim  against  his  landlord,  sue  him  and  recover  all 
tiliat  is  due.  There  is  nothing  new  in  this.  Prior  to  our  re- 
cent amalgamation  of  actions  and  defences,  it  was  a  most  com* 
mon  occurrence  for  a  defendant  to  be  sued  upon  a  cause  of 
action  to  which  he  had  no  legal  defence,  although  he  had 
also  a  cause  of  action  against  the  plaintifl^  which  might  be  of 
far  greater  magnitude.  Cross  actions  were  necessary.  And  a 
fiuniliar  example  is  suggested  by  the  case,  similar  to  that  be- 
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fore  tis,  when  it  is  recollected  that  a  breach  of  a  covenant  to 
keep  in  repair,  was  no  defence  to  an  action  of  debt  for  rent 
And  yet,  who  ever  heard  of  a  court  of  equity  interfering  in  such 
a  case  where  there  was  no  defence  of  insolvency,  on  the  ground 
that  if  a  plaintiff  was  not  enjoined,  he  might  obtain  judgment 
and  execution,  and  collect  his  claim  before  the  defendant  in  his 
cross  action  could  obtain  judgment  7 

In  every  view  of  this  subject,  we  think  the  plaintiff  here  has 
mistaken  his  remedy,  he  should  have  paid  his  rent,  and  if  he 
have  a  just  claim  against  the  defendant  sue  and  collect  it 
We  have  deemed  it  proper  thus  to  express  our  views  respect- 
ing the  power  of  the  court  in  such  cases,  and  the  want  of  any 
justifiable  ground  for  our  interference  in  the  facts  stated  in  the 
complaint,  notwithstanding  the  present  case  might,  we  think, 
be  disposed  of  on  another  ground,  viz :  that  the  case  made  by 
the  complaint  is  fiilly  met  by  the  answer.  The  whole  equity 
of  the  bill  is  denied*  All  that  results  from  the  addition  of  affi- 
davits to  the  bill  and  answer  respectively,  is  that  the  witnesses 
differ  in  their  statements,  as  widely  as  the  parties  do  them- 
selves, and  all  idea  of  irreparable  injury  is  already  disposed  o£ 
If  the  plaintiff  has  chosen  to  lose  tiie  opportunity  to  pay  his 
rent,  that  is  his  own  neglect  That  and  the  probable  conse- 
quent loss  of  his  term,  result  not  from  any  necessity  of  the 
case,  not  from  his  being  unable  to  prevent  irreparable  loss,  but 
irom  his  allowing  the  time  and  opportunity  to  pay  his  rent^ 
and  save  his  term,  to  pass  by. 

I  am  authorized  to  say,  that  the  order  appealed  from,  was 
made  in  part  with  a  view  to  save  the  possession  to  the  tenant 
until  this  case  could  be  considered  on  the  appeal,  which  it  was 
understood  would  be  taken  to  the  general  term.  And  that 
the  justice  by  whom  the  order  was  made,  concurs  with  all  the 
members  of  the  court  by  whom  the  argument  was  heard,  in 
holding  that  the  order  must  be  reversed. 

Order  reversed,  costs  on  appeal  $10,  and  on  the  motion  be- 
low, to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit 


NBW-TOBK  PRAOnOB  RBPORTa  l^g 

Haigfat  agt  Holoomb. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 
Ebsnszitr  Haight  agt  Orator  Holcoxb. 

TIm  aUomey  has  a  lien  ibr  his  oosta^  on  the  judgment  he  has  reoov«red,  beyond 
the  power  of  his  client  to  release.  The  Ck)de  has  not  done  away  with  this  right 
which  existed  iffior  to  its  enactment  (2%wdiKMmtgN>i»(U«jwMc|^ir»wtfka< 
a<  apeeial  term  in  (he  muM  oam^  antt^  p.  160.) 

Bat  while  the  attorney's  lien  should  be  mi^TitAiTi^  under,  as  well  as  before  the 
CkMK  it  should  noW|  as  then,  be  restricted  to  what  appean  as  costs  on  the /li^ 
meniroO. 

M  atemSf  that  on  a  motion  by  a  defendant  to  set  aside  an  ereootionoQ  the  ground 
ttiat  the  judgment  is  settled,  the  court  has  no  authority  to  refer  the  subject  of 
the  amount  of  costs  between  the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney,  without  the  oomeni 

Albany  General  Term^  March^  1858. 

Before  Wright,  Oould  and  Hogsbook,  Justioee. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term,  as  to  attorney's  lien  fi)r 
services  on  the  judgment  obtained  by  him.  {JSepcrUd  ante^ 
p.  160.) 

D.  K.  OlkeYj/w  attomej^s  Uen. 
S.  A.  GiVENS, /or  de/endanL 

By  the  court — Qould,  Justice.  I  am  fully  of  opinion,  that 
the  order  of  the  special  term  is  right,  in  so  far  as  it  gives  the 
attorney  a  lien,  (beyond  the  power  of  his  client  to  re- 
lease,) on  the  judgment  he  has  recovered ;  the  Code  not  hav 
ing  done  away  with  the  right  which  existed  prior  to  its  en- 
actment. 

There  seems  to  me,  however,  a  much  more  serious  question 
involved,  when  the  extent  or  amount  of  the  lien  is  to  be  as- 
certained. At  the  special  term,  it  was  held,  that  as  the  judg- 
ment debtor  had  (before  settling  with  the  plaintiff)  notice  that 
the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  daimed  a  lien  on  the  judgment  io 
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ihe  amount  of  $250,  for  his  services  in  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment, he,  the  debtor,  was  bound  thereby  to  that  amount^  and 
could  not  so  settle  with  the  plaintiff,  gs  to  protect  himself 
from  pajring  that  sum  on  the  execution,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
attorney^  At  the  same  time  the  entire  amount  of  costs  con- 
tained in  tiie  judgment,  including  $40  of  extra  allowance,  was 
$120.28. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  on  the  other  hand,  clainpied 
tihat  as  between  him  .and  his  attorney,  there  was  nothing  due. 
And  to  arrive  at  a  decision  at  the  special  t^m,  it  was  neoes* 
sary  to  order  an  interlocutory  reference,  to  ascertain  what,  as 
between  the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney,  was  due  for  services  in 
this  cause.  And  it  appears  that  on  the  reference,  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  appear,  denying  the  authority  of  the  court  to  refer, 
without  his  consent,  a  controversy  between  him  and  his  attor- 
ney, for  the  trial  of  which  he  had  a  right  to  a  jury.  I  am  un- 
able to  see  why  this  position  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  sound ;  as 
the  defendant  (and  not  the  plaintiff,)  made  the  motion  to  set 
aside  the  execution,  because  the  judgment  was  settled.  And 
if  this  position  be  sound,  it  seems  to  me  to  lead  us  directly  to 
the  eoneot  solution  of  the  whole  difficulty. 

The  allowance  made  by  the  Code  is  a  substitute  for  and  in 
strict  analogy  to  the  coats  of  the  old  fee  bill ;  and  the  amount 
of  such  allowance  is  patent  on  the  judgment,  as  an  item  sepa' 
rate  &om  the  plamtiff^s  damages.  To  this  limit,  the  attorney 
has,  on  the  judgment  roll  itself,  prima  facie  claim,  of  which  all 
parties  have  legal  notice.  And  in  any  settlement  with  the 
party,  the  defendant  settles  those  costs  atjiis  peril,  But.o^ 
agreement  as  to  amount  of  compensation,  made  between  at- 
torney and  client  under  the  Code,  is  utterly  indefinite  as  well 
as  confined  to  their  own  knowledge,  and  may  as  well  extend 
to  three- quarters  of  the  whole  judgment  as  to  any  other  amount 
And  ^uld  th^ie  be  a  dispute  between  the  attorney  and  his 
<ilient,  s^  ,to  what  the  agreement  was,  and  to  what  amount  it 
e(xtended,  I  know  of  no  short  remedy  to  which  an  attorney  is 
iQ^titled,  by  which  to  avoid  settling  that  dispute  in  the  usual 
W9!j  .wd  by  the  usual  tribunals.    While,  since  the  tenor  and 
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extent  of  this  agreement  can  never  appear  on  the  record,  no 
party  can  ever  be  safe  {in  settling  a  jadgment)  against  a  claim 
of  an  attorney,  however  exorbitant  or  unlikely  it  may  appear, 
lyut  he  must  abide  the  doe  course  of  an  execution,  which  will 
necessarily  be  collected  long  before  the  plaintiff  and  his  attor- 
ney can  have -their  differences  decided. 

It  therefore  seems  to  me,  that  while  the  attorney's  lien 
should  be  maintained,  under  as  well  as  before  the  Code,  it 
should  now,  as  theo^  be  restricted  to  what  appears  as  costs  on 
tiie  lolL  And  I  would  so  modify  the  order  of  the  spedal 
torn. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 


John  Pitch  agt  Gkorgk  W.  Hall,  John  H.  Wabdwell  and 
John  A.  Babdwell. 


Although  individuals  may  not  be  parkun  as  between  ihemadves,  yet  as  to  ihird 
perwns  they  may  be  liable  as  such. 

The  rale  is,  that  a  participation  in  the  profits,  when  each  profits  are  not  spedflo* 
^JBj  fixed  as  a  compensation  for  aervloes,  and  paid  to  a  subordinate,  under  the 
direction  and  conuul  of  prindpaUi^  renders  all  such  partlGipants  liable  to  third 
persons  as  partners. 

In  this  case  it  appeared  that  W.  ft  B.,  two  of  the  defendants,  a  mercantile  firm  in 
Albany,  according  to  some  three  years'  usage  and  custom,  were  in  the  habit  of 
purchasing  produce,  hay,  flour,  feed,  lumber,  fta,  on  credit,  and  sending  the 
same  to  H.  the  other  defendant,  residing  in  Providence^  B.  L,  to  sell  on  joint 
aooount ;  that  is,  that  after  the  goods  sent  were  sold,  and  proceeds  received,  EL 
remitted  to  W.  ft  B.  the  cost  of  the  goods  and  one-half  the  profits,  taking  the 
other  half  himself  as  his  compensation,  charging  no  commission.  And  W.  ft  B. 
paid  the  amount  due  for  the  goodi^  and  took  the  other  half  of  the  profits,  charg- 
ing H.  no  ooimniasion. 

BtH  on  the  purchase  and  sale  of  a  quantity  of  hay  in  pursuance  of  this  custom 
and  usage,  where  W.  ft  B.  had  received  the  cost  of  the  hay  from  K,  but  had 
not  paid  it  over,  that  H.  was  liable  with  W.  ft  B.  as  a  partner,  for  the  price  of 
the  hay  unpaid. 


V 
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iltch  Agt  Hall  and  others. 

New 'York  Oeneral  Term^  June^  1868. 

Davixs,  SuTHSBLAin)  and  Ingraham,  Justices. 

This  action  was  brought  by  tbe  plaintiff  as  assignee  of 
A.  B.  Akin,  for  tbe  price  of  a  quantity  of  bay  sold  by  AlcjTi  to 
^  tbe  defendants.  Hall  was  a  mercbant  and  trader,  doing  busi- 
ness in  Providence,  R  L,  owned  vessels,  and  was  wealtby. 
Wardwell  and  Bard  well  were  conunission  mercbants  and  pro- 
duce dealers,  in  Albany,  New- York.  For  tbree  years  tbese 
two  mercantile  bouses,  (tbe  tbree  defendants,)  bad  been  and 
were  in  tbe  babit  of  speculating  and  of  purchasing  produce, 
bay,  feed,  lumber,  &c.,  on  credit  on  joint  account  And  tbis 
bay  was  purchased  in  tbe  same  way,  the  purchases  made  at 
Albany,  tbe  sales  in  Providence,  E.  L  The  articles  so  pur- 
chased were  sent  in  Hall's  vessels  to  him  at  Providence ;  by 
him  sold,  the  proceeds  received,  tbe  cost  of  tbe  articles  and 
one-half  of  tbe  profits  were  remitted  to  Wardwell  k  Bard  well 
at  Albany.  W.  &  B.  paid  tbe  amount  due  for  tbe  articles  so 
purchased,  and  bad  one-half  of  the  profits,  and  did  not  charge 
Hall  any  commission.  Hall  kept  the  other  half  of  the  profits 
as  bis  share  of  the  profits,  charging  no  commission. 

This  hay  was  sold  and  tbe  proceeds  disposed  of  in  the  same 
way.  Except  the  amount  for  which  this  action  was  brought, 
was  not  paid  over  to  Akin,  as  Hall  supposed  it  was. 

The  testimony  as  to  the  purchase  of  the  hay  was  conflicting. 
Tbe  plaintiff  claiming  that  it  was  purchased  upon  the  credit  of 
both  firms,  of  all  the  defendants.  Tbe  defendant  Hall  claimed 
that  W.  &  B.  purchased  the  bay.  Hall  carried  it  to  Rhode  Is- 
land, sold  it  and  divided  tbe  profits  with  W.  &  B.  charging  no 
commission.  Tbe  referee  found  for  tbe  defendant,  and  held, 
"  that  this  transaction  did  not  considtute  Hall  a  copartner  with 
W.  &  B.,  either  as  between  themselves  or  as  to  third  persons, 
and  that  Hall  was  not  individually  or  jointly  liable  with  W.  & 
-B."  for  tbis  hay. 

Judgment  was  entered  upon  the  report  of  the  referee,  fifom 
which  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

John  Fitch,  aUomey  and  counsel  in  person. 
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SHoh  9gL  HiOl  and  othere. 


UrsL  The  referee  erred  in  holding  that  TTi^ll  was  not  a  jotn^ 
purchaser  of  the  haj. 

1.  Bedell  and  Norris  show,  that  in  pursuance  of  an  arrange- 
ment with  the  other  defendants,  Hall  went  with  Wardwell  to 
Akin  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  joint  purchase. 

2.  Dunn  shows  that  Hall  and  Wardwell  were  there  together 
in  treaty  with  Akin  about  the  hay,  and  Hall  criticising  its 
quality. 

8.  Akin  shows  that  Hall  and  Wardwell  represented  them- 
selves as  joining  in  the  proposed  purchase. 
4.  AJrin  on  making  the  sale,  (barged  it  to  the  three  defendanta 

6.  Bedell  shows  that  Wardwell  and  Hall  told  Bardwell,  on 
their  return  firom  Akin's,  ihat  they  had  bought  the  hay. 

6.  Norris,  Dunn  and  Akin,  show,  and  Hall  does  not  deny, 
that  Akin  delivered  it  to  Hall's  vessel  on  the  deck,  and  it  was 
shipped  in  his  name  to  Providence. 

7.  Hall  admits  that  as  he  received  it  on  his  shop  at  Albany, 
so  he  sold  it  from  his  vesseVs  deck  at  Providence. 

8.  The  negative  evidence  of  HaU  himself,  not  only  the  de- 
fendant upon  the  record,  but  the  ^r^y  in  interest,  should  not 
on  legal  principles  be  permitted  to  countervail  this  accumula- 
tion of  evidence.  (Mechanics  and  Farmers^  Bank  agt.  Rider,  5 
How.  P.  R  401. 

9.  A  contract  is  clearly  proved,  between  Akin  and  Ward- 
well,  Bardwell  and  Hall.  The  testimony  of  Akin  clearly 
shows  it ;  the  testimony  of  Bedell,  Nonris,  the  admission  of 
Bardwell,  conclusively  confirm  it.  Akin  swears  he  said  to 
them,  "  Well,  gentlemen,  what  do  you  say — do  you  conclude 
to  take  the  hay?"  Wardwell  said,  "  Mr.  Akin,  come  over 
to-morrow,  and  we  will  let  you  know :"  (this  was  after  HaU 
and  Wardwell  stepped  aside  and  talked  together.)  ATrin  did 
go  over,  and  asked  for  Hall ;  Wardwell  told  him  he  had  gone 
home,  but  that,  "  we  have  concluded  to  take  your  hay."  They 
took  the  hay.  This  constituted  a  contract  Akin  offered  to 
sell  the  hay  at  40  cents  per  hundred;  he  asked  them  at  his 
house,  if  they  had  concluded  to  take  the  hay,  (this  was  after 
they  had  examined  it,  and  Wardwell  had  introduced  Hall  to 
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Fitch  agt.  Hall  wad  othen. 

Akin,  as  the  man  who  Akin  and  Wardwell  had  talked  about 
as  the  man  who  wanted  to  join  with  Wardwell  and  BardweB 
in  the  purchase  of  Akin's  haj,)  and  received  for  answer, 
"  Oome  over,  and  we  will  let  you  know."  Thej  did  let  him 
know— they  took  it.    (6  Wend.  108 ;  14  Barb.  864,  841.) 

10.  Hall  ratified  the  contract  of  Wardwell,  and  affirmed  the 
joint  purchase,  by  selling  the  hay  and  dividing  the  profits. 
(16  Johnson,  88 ;  5  Hill,  187 ;  4  Seldm  R.  411.) 

il.  By  their  acts,  they  mutually  bound  each  other.  HIelII 
was  bound  by  the  purchase,  and  Wardwell  and  Bard  well  by 
the  sale.    (2  Kerndn,  448.) 

12.  This  transaction  constituted  a  particular  partnership  in 
the  transaction,  with  all  the  rights  and  liabilities  incident  to 
partnership.    (10  ffow.  Pr.  R.  509.) 

18.  /Story  on  Partnerships,  §  89,  says :  "  Slight  circumstances 
will,  it  seems,  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  a  jury  that  a  person  has 
held  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner.  An  action  for 
money  had  and  received  was  brought  for  the  purpose  of  trying 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of 
the  bankrupt  laws.  At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs 
resided  under  the  roof  of  Greenwood,  his  brother-in-law,  who 
had  long  been  a  trader.  Greenwood  persuaded  the  plaintiff  to 
enter  into  partnership  with  him.  There  was  a  long  negotia- 
tion between  them,  and  many  conversations  with  creditors 
were  proved,  in  which  the  plaintiff  sometimes  said  he  had  be- 
come a  partner  with  Greenwood.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
any  express  agreement,  nor  of  any  interference  in  the  business 
by  the  plaintiff,  except  that  he  had  once  gone,  iii  company 
with  Greenwood,  to  a  dyer's,  and  having  inquired  about  some 
goods  that  he  had  with  him  to  be  dyed ;  spoke  of  them  as  the 
joint  property  of  himself  and  Greenwood.  It  appeared  also, 
that  the  partnership,  if  any,  only  lasted  fix)m  the  22d  of  March 
till  the  9th  of  May.  Upon  this  evidence,  the  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  thereby  establishing  tiiat  the  plaintiff 
was  a  partner  with  Greenwood,  and*  therefore  liable  to  the 
bankrupt  laws ;  and  the  court  of  common  pleas  held  the  ver- 
dict to  be  right" 


[1}  SPSnBB,  Juttoa^  "  Now  it  is  a  rery  dear  proposition,  that  he  who  is  to 
tike  a  part  of  the  profits  indeflniteljf  shall,  by  operation  of  law,  be  made  liable  to 
losBes — ^apoD  the  principle  that  by  taking  part  of  the  profits,  he  takes  from  the 
ertdUon  a  part  of  the  fund  which  is  the  security  for  the  payment  of  their  debts." 
The  iellowhag  list  of  authorities;  both  Englirii  and  American,  many  of  them 
Ymkifi  been  cited  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  argument,  have  been  compiled,  and  are 
ipvea  as  a  referenoe  on  the  question  of  partnership,  for  the  benefit  of  the  profes- 
sion: iSfrocsagt  SmiiS^  2  W,  BtackatoM,  998;  Waugh  agi  Oarver,  2  K  Black- 
gkme,  235;  ifcK^imagt.  Smith,  13  Barbour,  303;  Smith  ttgL  Wright,  1  Alfbotts 
P.  18:  243;  Ihb  agt  HaUeif,  16  John9on,3\,  40;  Cheap  agt  Oratnond,  4  Bam- 
mRAJUL  663;  Chuknma  agt  Bailey,  1  BiO,  626;  Moss  agt  The  Rossis  Lead 
MMn9  Oos  bUiO,  137  ;  fbot  agt  Subim,  19  John.  154;  BuUsr  agt  Stocking,  4 
&UL  406 ;  IM^wtf  agt  WhiU,  2  Ksman,  443 ;  Zeu?t7i,  £!umvor,  Ac  agt  /SSfetoor^  el 
fll,  10  EowardP.  R,  509;  iSSfory  <m  Paxtnership,  g  89;  J20erf  agt  HoQingshead, 
\^  Emg.  Com.  Law,  460;  Brcwf^  agt.  C^A:,  3  New-Hampshire,  64;  iA<Mer  agt 
A««}p50«r,  5  Weiid  274 ;  ^ovtfl  agt.  Eammond,  13  £^^.  Cbfik  Zaw,  1 26 ;  Bond 
MgL  Fitktrd,  3  Mes,  db  Wslsby,  357 ;  FdMorvagt  (7<jm|M,  14  BaHnnsr,  341;  Zats 
agt  .^<^  2  I\xigs,  310;  Adamii  Doctrine  of  Equity,  pages  241,  243;  St/oryx's 
JBjmiy  Juri^pr^dsnot,  gg  672,  673 ;  Story  on  Fartnersh^,  228,  220 ;  £g^>erts  ag^  _ 
!ro0<  5  Po^  517,  525;  Htkhcoek  agt  iSTt  Jb^  I  Hoff.  R  601;  Jforlia  agt 
TumSehaick,  4  JRom^  479 ;  Wetter  agt  iSbAAcfwr,  15  Hvw.  P.  i^l  268;  Wotem 
eiii\»-tfMenA^,40;  iVti  agt  Aniir^y,  9  .KiAiminI)  496 ;  Aibna  agt  TAs  r/ittal 
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Vtoeh  agt  Hall  and  others: 

AotmdL  The  referee  erred  in  holding  that  Hall  was  not  lia-  { 

ble  10  a  pofiiiner  with  Chd  oth^  defendants  in  the  purchase. 

1.  The  terms  of  the  partnership  as  admitted  by  Hall  at  the 
time  to  Mr.  Yiele^  were,  that  the  otiier  defendants  made  the 
purehasoj  he  made  the  aalea^  and  the  three  divided  the 
prqfUB. 

2.  This  is  entirely  distinguishable  from  the  cases  of  clerks 
and  others,  receiving  as  compensation  a  sum  equal  to  a  given 
share  of  the  profits.  It  was  not  contended  on  the  trial  of  the 
eanse  befote  the  referee,  that  this  was  a  mode  of  compensating 
Hall  for  any  services.  Hall  was  the  capitalist;  Ward  well  and 
Bardwell  were  poor.  (Hodgman  agt.  Smithy  18  Barbour,  802 ; 
Smith  agt  Wright,  1  AbboU's  Pr.  R.  248,  245,  247,  in  court  oj 
appeals.) 

&  ThiB  is  one  of  that  class  of  cases  in  which  parties  have^^ 
sought  to  take  the  benefits  without  the  hazards  of  partnership — 
but  are  char^ged  as  partners,  being  entitled  to  a  share  of  the 
profits  as  pTofiis.[l'\    {Dob  agt  Habei/,  16  Johnson,  81,  40 ;    \/ 
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Htch  agt  Hall  and  othem 

Cheap  agt  Orarnrnd,  4  Bamwdl  A  Aid.  668,  669;  Waugh 
agt.  Carver^  2  H.  BlacksUme^  286;  Oufhman  agt  BaUey^  1 
-Hi'S,  526.) 

4.  Here  Hall  swore  that  he  sold  the  "  goods  on  joint  ae- 
count^^^  which  brings  him  within  the  rule  by  all  cases.  (Beed 
agt  HoUinsheadj  10  Mig.  Com.  Law^  460 ;  Brown  agt  Cooky  8 
New-Hampahirey  64 ;  Muder  agt  Trumpiour,  5  TTenc?.  274 ;  Bo- 
viU  agt.  Hammondy  18  j^^.  Cbm.  2kiu;,  126.) 

6.  Hall,  by  his  own  testimony,  shows  that  he  had  a  right  to 
control  the  property ;  that  he  exercised  the  right,  and  did  con* 
trol  the  sale  of  the  hay.  By  law,  he  could  compel  an  account- 
ing as  between  Wardwell,  Bardwell  and  himself.  This  was 
not  disputed  on  the  trial.  {Ogden  agt  Aator^  4  Sand.  Sup.  CL 
B. pages  811,  822  of  that  case;  CoUier  on  Partnerships,  §§  26, 
45,  and  notes  Sd.  Am.  ed. ;  and  see  Bevised  Statutes  on  same 
subject) 

6.  With  respect  to  third  persons,  an  actual  partnership  is 
considered  by  the  law  to  subsist  wherever  there  is  a  participa* 
tion  in  the  profits,  even  though  the  participant  may  have  most 
expressly  stipulated  against  the  usual  incidents  to  that  trans- 
action.   {Bond  agt.  Pittard,  8  Mee.  A  W.  857.) 


Jilt.  CbmiKiRVt  2  JcUvnmrrCs  Cases,  331 ;  TAvmffSfon  agt  JSooseMtt;  4  Johnson^  265 ; 
Oumpston  agt  McNair,  1  Wend.  46*7;  Wataon on  ParUwnkip,  74;  6  Vesey,  680, 
600 ;  Peacock  agt  Peaoock,  2  Camp,  46 ;  Ovidon  agt  Robeon,  2  Camp,  302 ;  iSSEory 
on  PartiMTship,  §§  69,  61, 89 ;  4  East,  144, 14*7 ;  Hesketh  s^,  Blanchard,  64  Com. 
Law,  640;  Everett  agt  Coe^  6  Denio,  180;  Bostwick  agt  Champion,  18  Wend. 
176 ;  Green  agt  Beesley,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  108 ;  PaUison  agt  Blanchard,  6  Barbomr, 
639 ;  /d.,  1  Seiden,  186 ;  jPVomeiU  agt  Coupland,  2  ^9V.  170 ;  Chase  agt  Bor- 
f«^  4  Pot^  148,169;  (?a«:/SeI(i  agt  J7^^  VoL 

1,  page  476 ;  Btuskingham  agt  Buri^eM,  2  McLean,  364;  PorAcer  agt  Barker,  S 
ifoore,  226;  C^^Oier  on  Par(ner«^tp,  §  89;  DeseB  agt  Odefl;  3  mU,  216;  rA« 
TTeOafMi  Canal  Company  agt  ^a<^way,  8  Wend.  480 ;  TTr^A^  agt  Booker,  SO- 
deiCs  NoUs;  Everett  agt  Chapman,  6  Cbna.  347 ;  Bbare  agt  2>auwfl^  Dtw^.  Bep. 
371;  Gouthwatte  agt.  jDueAwort^  12  .E^  421;  Pott  agt  Eytan,  T.  Rrm,  1846, 
64  Eng.  Com,  Law  Bep,  32 ;  1  SmiiXk's  Leading  Cases,  726;  Barry  agt  i^oAam^ 
3  Manning,  Granger  db  Seott,  641 ;  Ek  parte  Hamper,  17  Fes.  403 ;  JEte  jmrfe 
XongdoJe,  18  Ve9.  300;  Ex  parte  Wartson,  19  Ves.  469;  ifyr«  agt  ^^kiry^  6 
Taunton,  74;  iS^Ofc  agt  Watson  da  Locke,  2  B.  dt  C  401;  Chuek,  £kpari$,  8 
.Btfa^.  469;  Ze^Jbimagt.  iSimitA»  1  JSbp.  i^  P.  Obief^ 29. 
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7.  That  the  aharing  in  the  profits  and  loss,  with  a  right  to 
use  the  property  and  an  inchoate  title  to  a  portion  thereof,  con- 
atitnted  a  full  partnership  between  the  partie&  {Vassars  agt 
(hmps,  14  -BarJowr,  841.) 

Third.  In  any  view,  Hall  is  to  be  deemed  a  partner,  so  &r 
as  the  lights  of  third  persons  are  concerned.  (16  Johnson^  84, 
40;  1  Wend  468.) 

1.  This  was  so  held,  where  the  contingent  profits  of  an  ad- 
venture were  to  be  divided  by  way  of  compensation^  even  when 
it  was  conceded  that  there  was  no  partnership  as  between  the 
parties,  {Story  on  Partnership,  69,  61, 89 ;  Hesketh  agt.  BJanch- 
ard,  4  East,  144,  147;  64  (hm.  Law,  640;  18  Barb.  802; 
18  Wend.  185;  1  JKfl,  526;  1  Selden,  191.) 

2.  So  held,  where  the  proprietors  of  a  cotton  mill  agreed,  as 
a  compensation  for  money  loaned,  to  pay  the  lender  a  share  of 
the  profits  to  the  amount  of  a  penny  a  yard*    {Everett  agt  (he, 

6  Denio,  180.)  I  ^ 

8.  The  rule  is  stated  with  precision  by  the  court  of  appeals :  ^ 
"  The  error  into  which  the  courts  below  have  fiJlen,  is  in  con- 
founding a  community  of  interest  in  the  property  out  of  which 
the  profits  are  to  arise,  with  a  community  of  interest  in  the 
profits  ihemsdves.  The  latter  is  all  that  has  ever  been  consid- 
ered necessary  to  create  a  partnership  ob  against  third  persons,  v 
{Smith  agt  Wright,  1  Ahbotes  Pr.  R.  247.) 

4.  The  chancellor  states  as  the  principh  upon  which  the  rule 
is  founded,  "  that  he  who  contracts  for  and  relies  upon  a  part 
of  the  profits  of  the  business  as  a  compensation  for  bis  services, 
or  for  the  use  of  his  capital,  is  in  natural  justice  bound  to  pay 
the  creditors,  who  have,  upon  the  ordinary  terms  of  credit,  fur- 
nished the  merchandise  or  other  means  out  of  which  those 
profits  were  to  arise,  or  by  which  they  might  be  increased  for 
his  benefit  {Ghase  agt.  Barrett,  4  Paige,  159 ;  Oraee  agt  /- 
Smith,  2  Bhckstme,  998.) 

It  is  not  possible  to  express  in  terms  more  in  accordance 
with  the  decisions  and  language  of  the  decisions  of  the  court^ 
in  Wangh  agt  Carver,  and  in  Smith  agt.  Wright,  (court  of  ap- 
pealS|  1  Abbott,  248,)  and  Wright  agt  Hooker,  (court  of  appeals^) 
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tti  ezpi^eaB  agreement  to  participate  in  the  profita  of  the  hay 
trade  on  joint  account,  and  to  establish  a  joint  concern  between, 
them,  than  is  sworn  to^by  Hall  himself  at  folio  154,  where 
Hall  swears  he  sold  the  produce  on  joint  account  and  toolc  I^Jf 
of  the  profits* 

The  rule  is  settled,  that  "  where  a  party,  either  by  his  act, 
declaration  or  conduct,  has  induced  a  person  to  act  in  a  par- 
ticular manner,  he  will  not  afterwarda  be  permitted  to  deny 
the  truth  of  the  admission,  if  the  consequences  would  be  to 
work  an  injury  to  such  person  or  one  claiming  under  him* 
(3  HOI,  216,  Per  Brokson,  J. ;  8  Wend.  480.) 

The  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff's  account  book  in  evidence^ 
and  produced  the  plaintiff's  account  book.  He  made  it  pro- 
sumptive  evidence  in  plaintiff^s  favor^  and  is  bound  by  it 
The  charge  was  to  Wardwell,  Bardwell  &  Co.  (15  Johnson^ 
409,  420;  6  TaunU  245;  3  BiU,  74;  1  Cowers  ik  Hill,  227. 
228  and  229.) 

Fourth.  The  defendant  hdd  out  to  AepUxinUff^  aa  well  by  his 
declarations  as  his  acts,  that  he  was  jointly  interested — and 
these  &cts  being  undisputed,  he  should  be  held  jointly  liable^ 
Akin  believed  and  supposed  he  was  dealing  with  Hail,  and 
Hall  acted  and  talked  in  such  a  way,  that  Akin  supposed  so^ 
and  is  estopped  firom  denying  his  purchase  of  the  hay  of  Akin. 
{Buckingham  agt.  BurgesSj  2  McLean,  864 ;  Parker  agt  Barker^ 
8  Moore,  226;  Story  on  PaHnership,  59,  61,  |  64;  Col  on  P. 
§89;  2  H.  BlouJc8tone,24A,  lAyrd  Ch.  J.^YBS^\% HiU,2U\^ 
Wend.  480.) 

The  defendant  Wardwell,  being  a  joint  contractor,  was  an 
incompetent  witness  for  Hall,  and  especially  without  the  exe- 
cution or  delivery  of  any  release  or  indemnity ;  and  as  bis  tes- 
timony related  only  to  matters  affecting  the  joint  liability  of 
the  defendants,  the  motion  to  strike  it  out  should  have  been 
granted.  {Code,  %  397 ;  Beai  agt. Finch,  1  Keman,  188 ;  14  .Sir- 
Imr,  841.) 

The  testimony  of  John  H.  T^ardwell  cannot  be  received  or 
have  any  weight  in  the  case,  Wardwell  says,  Hall  was  not 
jointly  interested  in  the  purchase  of  Akin's  hay,    Ttie  plaintiff 
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admitled  that  Wardwdi  would  bo  BWd$ij  (see  adnuaacm  in  the 
cMe.) 

The  superior  couit,  in  1  Sand/ord,  {p.  887,)  say  that  the  tes- 
timony of  a  witness,  admitted  by  the  opposite  party,  most  be 
admitted  to  be  as  it  is  given,  not  that  he  will  swear  that  th^ 
testimony  is  as  it  is  claimed  by  the  party  offering  it  Under 
this  mle,  Wardwell's  testimony  cannot  be  received. 

The  admissions  of  one  partn^  are  evidence  in  an  action 
against  the  firm,  although  a  nolk  prosequi  has  been  entered 
against  him.  Boyce  agi  Wat^m^  J.  J.  Marsh.  498 ;  Oady  agt 
Sheppardj  11  Pickering^  400;  Odvine  agt  ifaxcy,  16  Ifuss. 
89 ;  FM  agt  Copehnd^  1  Cheri.  888 ;  Snead  agt.  Kdfy^  8 
Dana,  688 ;  Wood  agt.  ChmeU,  2  Wharton,  648;  Eutchins  agt 
Childress,  4  StetoaH  ParL  484.) 

In  an  action  against  partners,  if  only  one  has  been  served 
with  process,  evidence  may  be  given  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
declarations  of  those  not  sei-ved.  (McCoy  agt  Lightner^  2 
WaUs^  847 ;  Taylor  agt  Bendrickson,  17  Serg.  &  Bawl  468.) 

The  admissions  of  the  defendant,  John  A.  Bardwell,  t&  given 
in  evidence  in  this  case,  i^  conclusive  and  is  binding,  and 
binds  the  defendant  HalL  The  above  authorities  clearly 
sustain  it. 

Henry  G.  Wheaton,  counsdfor  defendant  HaU. 

FirsL  A  full  statement  of  the  case  is  contained  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  referee,  commencing  at  folio  170,  by  which  it  ap 
pears  that  the  odiy  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  the 
defendant  Hall,  who  alone  defended  the  suit,  was  jointly  con* 
oeraed  with  the  other  defendants  in  the  purehase  of  a  quantitgr 
of  hay,  for  the  price  of  which,  the  suit  was  brought 

The  referee  decides,  as  a  question  of  &ct,  that  the  sale  was 
not  made  to  the  defendant,  but  was  made  to  the  defendants 
Wardwell  and  Bardwell,  who  were  partners  in  business,  in 
Albany. 

The  referee  also  decides,  as  a  question  of  law,  that  the  fkcti 
proved,  did  not  constitute  the  defendants  partners  in  the  pnr- 
obaee  of  the  hay,  so  as  to  make  the  d^ndant  &all,  liable  fer 
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ihe  purchase  money.  {Vanderburgh  agt  HuU,  20  WencL  70; 
Denny  agt  Oulbat,  6 Met  82 ;  Loomua  agt  Marshall^  12  Cbnn.  69 ; 
Ohampeau  agt  j5SM<u;ici,  18  WaTtc^.  175, 184  ant^  185 ;  Burkle 
agt  iTor^  1  Ikmoj  8S7 ;  Murphy  agt.  Whitney^  10  c/bAn.  iZep. 
226.) 

The  defendants  Wardwell  and  Bardwell  were  partners  do- 
ing business  in  the  city  of  Albany,  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
produce.  The  defendant  Hall,  lived  in  Providence,  Bhode  Is- 
land, and  as  appears,  was  a  commission  merchant  there.  {See 
iestimany  of  Akin^JoUo  26,  and  Hall^/oUo  156.) 

Second.  There  is  no  pretence  that  Hall  had  anything  to  do 
personally  with  the  purchase  of  the  hay ;  the  whole  question 
is,  whether  the  &cts  clearly  found  make  him  liable  as  a  part- 
ner of  Ward  well  &  Bardwell  in  the  purchase  of  the  hay  ?  The 
only  facts  proved,  bearing  upon  that  question,  are  that  Ward- 
well  &  Bardwell  purchased  the  hay,  and  sent  it  to  Hall  at  his 
place  of  business  in  Providence,  to  be  sold,  and  to  compensate 
him  for  his  services,  he  was  to  have  a  portion  of  the  profits 
arising  from  the  adventure. 

Hall  was  a  mere  agent  to  sell,  and  had  no  interest  in  the 
hay  till  the  sale  was  made,  and  then  his  interest  accrued  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale. 

Hall  swears  positively  he  had  no  interest  in  the  pur- 
chase. 

Third.  The  testimony  of  Ward  well  was  properly  admitted. 

1.  The  testimony  he  gave  was  against  his  interest,  it  being 
for  his  interest  to  have  Hall  bound  to  pay  his  part  of  the  debt 
His  testimony  went  merely  to  discharge  Hall,  leaving  himself 
bound  for  the  debt  {Beal  agt  Finch^  1  Kernan^  128 ;  Lefever 
agt  Brigham^  10  How.  885 ;  9  How.  890.) 

By  the  court — Davies,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  in  this  action 
seeks  to  charge  the  defendant  Hall,  as  partner  with  defendants 
Wardwell  &  Bardwell,  in  a  sale  of  hay,  made  by  one  Akin, 
and  whose  claim  has  been  assigned  to  plaintiK 

The  referee  has  found  as  a  question  of  fiict^  that  the  pur- 
chase originally  was  made  by  the  defendants  Wardwell  k 
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BazdweD,  and  that  Hall  was  not  a  party  to  this  purchase,  al* 
though  there  is  some  evidence  authorizing  a  different  condu- 
maa ;  there  is,  we  think,  evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
£nding  of  the  referee  on  this  point.  We  do  not  think  it  neces* 
saiy,  therefore,  to  interfere  with  the  conclusion  on  this  ques* 
tion,  to  which  he  has  arrived. 

Tlie  question  of  law  submitted  fi>r  our  consideration,  we 
think,  was  dearly  and  well  stated,  by  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant Hall,  and  is,  did  Hall,  under  the  arrangement  to  sell 
the  hay  on  joint  account  and  divide  the  profits  with  Ward  well 
&  Bard  well,  constitute  himsdf  a  partner  so  &r 'as  the  plaintiff 
or  his  assignee  is  concerned  ?  -  V 

It  is  quite  true,  as  between  the  defendants  themsdves,  ihey 
were  not  partners.  But  it  has  long  been  settled,  that  although 
they  might  not  be  partners  as  between  themselves,  yet  as  to 
third  persons,  they  might  be  liable  as  such.  The  rule  is,  that 
a  participation  in  the  profits,  when  such  profits  are  not  sped- 
fically  fixed  as  a  compensation  for  services,  and  paid  to  a  sub- 
ordinate, under  the  direction  and  control  of  principals,  renders 
all  such  participants  liable  to  third  persons  as  partners.  The 
case  of  Waugh  agt  Carver^  (2  ff.  Bhck.  286,)  decided  on  the 
authority  of  Orace  agt  Smithy  (2  W.  Black.  998,)  folly  sustains 
this  position.  \ 

By  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  defendants,  Car- 
ver and  Carver  &  Geider,  it  was  arranged  between  them,  that 
they  diould  respectivdy  share  in  the  profits  of  each  other's 
business,  in  certain  proportions,  and  it  was  also  provided,  that 
each  diould  bear  his  own  losses,  and  not  be  responsible  for  the 
de&ults  and  losses  of  the  other.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  that  case,  cited  several  authorities,  which  certainly  sustain 
the  position  that  a  partidpation  of  profits  is  suffident  to  consti- 
tute a  partnership. 

Chief  Justice  Eybe,  in  ddivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
says  that  it  is  plain  upon  the  construction  of  the  agreement,  if  it 
be  construed  only  between  the  Carvers  and  Gh^ider,  that  they 
were  not  and  never  meant  to  be  partners.  They  meant  each 
house  to  carry  on  trade  without  lisk  of  each  other,  and  to  be 
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at  their  own  losfies.  And  on  tbc  aothiMity  of  (Tmoe  a^ft  ^bytf^ 
(fluprct,)  he  holds  that  he  who  takes  a  moiety  of  all  the  profitt^ 
ahall  by  operation  of  law  be  made  liable  to  losses,  if  ksBes 
arise,  upon  the  principle  that  bj  takii>g  part  of  the  pn^tS)  he 
takes  from  the  creditors  a  part  of  that  ftind  which  til  the  proper 
sesurity  to  them  for  the  payment  of  their  debls ;  and  he  adds : 
"  for  though  with  respect  to  each  other,  tiiesa  peraons  were  not 
to  be  considered  as  partners^  yet  they  have  made  tiionselvei 
tach  with  regard  to  their  transaetionil  with  the  rebt  of  tbi 
trorld." 

The  superior  court  in  Smkh  agt  Wrighi,  (5  Sand.  118,}  held 
in  a  case  where  two  mercantile  fijrms  agree  to  share  profits  and 
loss  upon  contracts  for  the  purchase  or  sale  of  knerchandise,. 
tk>  be  made  by  each  firm  in  its  own  name,  and  to  be  executed 
with  its  separate  funds,  they  are  not  liaUe  as  copartners  either 
as  between  themselyes  or  to  third  persons.  In  that  case,  the 
arrangement  between  the  parties  was  very  like  that,  as  testified 
to  by  defendant  Hall,  existed  between  him  and  defendanti 
Wardwell  and  Bardwell.  But  the  court  of  appeals  rever&ed 
that  judgment  and  held  that  the  defetidatits  though  as  betweta 
themselves  were  not  copiartners^  the  arrangement  Unade  be^ 
tween  diem  to  share  the  profits,  constitutes  them  partaen  as  to 
third  persons.     (1  AbboU's  Ft.  Sep.  248.) 

Edwards  Justice,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  courts 
says,  "all  interest  whidi  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  partner^ 
ship,  is  an  interest  in  the  profits,  and  such  an  interest  neoefisa* 
rily  constitutes  a  partnership,  unless^  as  has  been  stated,  the 
interest  in  the  profits  is  giyen  as  a  Compensation  for  services*" 
The  learned  judge  refers  with  approbation  to  the  ease  of 
Hverett  agt  Chapman^  (6  Qmn.  I^.  847,)  where  the  parties 
had  agreed  that  each  one  should  purchase  hides  on  his  owii 
credit,  and  should  manufacture  and  dell  the  portion  so  manu* 
fiMtured  by  him,  each  party  to  participate  in  the  profits.  It 
was  held  that  all  the  parties  were  liable  as  oopartnerb  to  a 
third  persoui  who  sold  hides  to  one  of  the  parties  an  ignoracod 
of  the  partnership,  and  chaiiged  the  same  to  him. 

The  reasoning  of  the  leatned  Judge  Daogett,  in  the  ceM 
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lu%  cited,  and  the  authorities  cited  hf  lum,  aeetn  to  ma  oM^ 
(iliisiyeljr  to  dispose  of  tbis  case. 

The  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  the  referee  must  be 
feyersedi  and  •  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  e^ent^ 
and  the  case  maj  be  referred  to  a  refeDse  residing  in  the  eiftj 
of  New- York. 


SUPEEME  COtJET. 
Jofiir  Fairbakes  agi  PatricIc  TsEaxiffT,  Jr.,  impleaded,  &c 

lie  pfftmaa  in  §  3M  of  IKm  Code  is  genefttl;  il  penuHi  iStit  exufiittttion  of  s 
fsrtjr  Um  flame  is  ai^  otbtr  witeeflB.  fUs  neoenHgr^daoeB  hbn  tothaiutt* 
poaition  aa  anyoUier  penon  to  be  examined  ia  MfiaraBoe  to  tUna^  manner  and 
in  erery  other  reapeot 

ISierefbrey  held,  that  a  non-resident  defendant  mighty  on  his  own  application,  haye 
a  eoffonieaidn  for  the  examination  of  himself  and  other  non-residents  on  hisowa 


iSnjfs  Special  Ttrm,  April,  165& 

TB£  de£»idant  was  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Michigan,  and 
an  af^ioation  was  made  bj  him  for  the  examination  of  him- 
self and  other  non-residents  of  this  atatei  on  his  own  b^al£ 
Ko  notice. of  the  intended  examination  of  the  plaintiff  at  the 
trial  had  been  given,  jmd  il  was  insisted  by  him,  that  under 
sneh  circumstances  a  oommission  could  not  issue  for  the  ex« 
amiaation  <^  the  defendant  on  his  own  behal£ 

Wm.  Tract, /or  jpfatniiy. 
li.  K.  MxLUSB,>r  de^dmL 

liOTT,  Justice.  It  is  provided  by  section  899  of  the  Code, 
aa  amended  in  1867,  Ihat  a  party  to  an  action  or  proceeding, 
may  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  the  same  as 
aay  other  witness^  on  previous  notice,  except  in  certain  cases ; 
the  defendant  is  a  resident  cf  Michigan,  and  it  is  uonoeded  that 
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this  is  a  case  in  which  he  can  be  examined  on  the  trial  The 
provision  is  general,  it  permits  the  examination  of  a  party  ih$ 
same  as  any  other  witness.  This  necessarily,  in  my  opinion, 
places  him  in  the  same  position  as  any  other  person,  to  be  ex- 
amined, in  reference  to  time,  manner  and  in  every  other  re- 
spect, and  consequently  authorizes  him  to  be  examined  con- 
ditionally or  under  a  commission,  as  well  as  on  the  trial.  There 
is  certainly  nothing  in  its  terms  restricting  such  examination 
to  the  iriul^  and  I  cannot  discover  any  reason  in  the  spirit  or 
policy  of  the  act  which  requires  such  a  construction.  It  is  true 
that  there  is  a  subsequent  provision  in  the  same  section  which 
declares  that  when  a  notice  of  such  intended  examination  of  a 
party  is  given  in  an  action  in  which  the  opposite  party  shall 
reside  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court^  such  party  may  be 
examined  by  commission,  issued  and  executed  as  now  pro- 
vided by  law.  That  is  entirely  disconnected  with  the  portion 
of  the  section  first  quoted,  and  while  it  may  be  difficult  to  dis- 
cover the  necessity  of  this  last  provision,  yet  that  does  not  war- 
rant a  constructioq  of  a  clause  general  in  its  terms,  so  as  to 
limit  it  to  a  certain  class  of  cases  only.  I  think,  however,  that 
the  provisions  are  not  necessarily  inconsistent  As  a  general 
rule,  a  party  can  only  be  examined  on  a  previous  notice  given 
by  himself  of  such  intended  examination ;  but  whenever  a 
party  or  person  in  interest  has  been  examined  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  section,  the  other  party  or  person  in  interest 
may  offer  himself  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  and  shall  be 
so  received.  As,  however,  a  party  residing  out  of  the  juris* 
diction  of  the  court,  may  not  be  able  to  be  personally  present 
to  avail  himself  of  that  right,  the  privilege  of  taking  his  ex- 
amination under  a  commission  is  given  to  him  on  receiving  a 
notice  of  the  intended  examination  of  his  adversary,  without 
demanding  a  compliance  with  the  requisitions  of  law  necessary 
to  authorize  the  examination  of  other  persons  in  such  manner^ 
After  a  full  examination  of  the  question,  which  was  ably  dis- 
cussed by  counsel,  I  have  concluded  that  the  commission  must 
be  awarded  directing  the  examination  of  the  defendant,  as  well 
as  the  other  persons  named  in  the  notice  of  motion. 


\ 
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Dadley  and  othen  agi  Goodrich  and  ofthera. 


SUPREME  COUET, 
J.  D.  DuBLST  and  others  agt  J.  Z.  Ooodbich  and  ojiheta 

Wbetre  an  undertaking  yna  given  on  diacbarging  an  attachment  against  a  non- 
rendent  defendant ;  and  subeeqnentlj  the  plaintiff  moyed  fixr  other  snretieii^  on 
the  ground  that  one  of  them  was  inaolvent, 

SM,  that  the  court  had  no  power  to  order  additional  soretieBin  sach  a  oaae. 

At  Chambers^  New  -  Tori,  July^  1858. 

The  plaintiff  are  merchants  of  this  city,  and  the  defendants 
large  manufacturers  in  Massachusetts.  To  satisfy  an  alleged 
daim,  the  plaintiffit  attached  property  of  the  defendants,  which 
was  released  upon  filing  the  usual  undertaking.  Subsequently 
the  defendants'  sureties  became  insolvent,  whereupon  the  plain- 
tiff moved  that  new  security  be  given. 

WooDBUBY  k  CRTJBcmLL,for  plaifUiffSf  argued  the  follow- 
ing points : 

I.  The  court  may  require  the  defendants  to  give  new  sure- 
ties, on  the  fact  being  made  to  appear  that  either  one  or  both 
of  the  defendants'  sureties  has  become  insolvent  (  WiUett  agt 
Stringer,  15  How.  Pr.  B.  810 ;  Bridges  agt  Gmfidd^  2  Mwd. 
Ch.  B,  208.) 

The  Hartford  Quarry  Co.  agt  Pendktm,  (4  Ahb.  460,)  is  not 
in  point  The  plaintiff  there,  being  a  foreign  corporation,  were 
obliged  to  file  security  for  costs,  in  order  to  acquire  the  right 
to  maintain  the  action.  Having  done  so,  it  was  properly  held 
that  they  could  not  lose  their  status  in  court,  for  the  reason 
that  their  sureties  had  become  insolvent  Bridges  agt  Ckmfidd^ 
was  an  ordinary  case  where  security  for  costs  had  been  given, 
and  the  plaintifis  were  required  to  give  new  sureties,  the  former 
sureties  having  become  insolvent 

IL  The  insolvency  of  either  surety  is  sufficient  to  enable  the 
plaintifGs  to  succeed  on  the  motion.  Here  both  are  virtually 
insolvent  The  true  test  whether  or  not  a  new  surety  should 
be  required,  is,  could  the  surety  to  whom  objection  is  now 
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DnAey  and  others  agt  Ck>odricli  8nd  others. 

made,  justify  as  such  if  now  offered  for  the  first  time  ?  The 
plainti£&  have  a  right  to  be  placed  in  the  position  which  they 
occupied  when  the  aetion  was  commenced,  and  this  continues 
down  to  the  entry  of  judgment 

ni.  There  are  no  laches  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifis.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiflb  knew  of  the  insolvency  un* 
til  very  recently.  The  laches  of  plaintiffs,  if  any  exist,  work 
no  injury  to  defendants.  The  progftss  of  the  action  is  not 
affected  in  any  way. 

rV.  The  responsibility  of  defendantais  no  answer  to  the  mo- 
iioiL  They  are  non-residents,  show  no  property  within  tiiis 
state,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  the  event  of  soooess  in  the  action,  . 
would  be  compelled  to  collect  their  judgment  by  an  action 
thereon  in  another  state,  and  through  a  foreign  tribunal.  Th^ 
court  will  not  put  them  to  this  trouble* 

W.  J.  A.  Fuller, /)r  defendants^  argued  on  these  points: 
I.  There  is  no  provision  made  by  statute  or  by  rule  of  oourt^ 
to  compel  the  defendants  to  substitute  new  sureties  where  the 
first  have  become  insolvent ;  and  the  court  has  not  the  power 
to  make  such  an  order  independent  of  statutes.  {The  Hartford 
Quarry  Ob.  agi  Pendleton^  4  Ahboii^  460.)  That  case  is  analo- 
gous to  the  present  one.  There  a  foreign  corporation  obtained 
the  right  to  sue  by  filing  the  proper  undertaking,  and  that 
right  was  not  aflbcted  by  the  subsequent  insolvency  of  the 
sureties.  Here  the  defendants  obtained  a  release  of  the  attach- 
ment against  the  property  of  non-residents  by  filing  the  proper 
undertaking,  and  by  a  parity  of  reasoning,  they  too,  can  be  in 
no  way  affected  by  the  subsequent  insolvency  of  the  sureties. 
The  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  are  not  at  all  in 
point,  except  that  Wilktt  agt  Stringer,  (15  How.  810,)  estab- 
lldies  the  principle  that  when  upon  an  appeal  an  undertaking 
is  perfected,  the  appellant  does  not  remain  responsible  for  the 
insolvency  of  his  sureties ;  and  so  fiir  it  sustains  the  theory  of 
the  defendants  in  this  action. 

n.  The  question  here  raised  is  new  and  important,  never 
having  been  judicially  determined,  and  should  be  decided  upon 
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Dudley  and  odMia  agl  Gtoedrioli  and  othem 

first  principles.  The  original  object  of  an  attachment  against 
the  property  of  a  non-resident  debtor,  was  merely  to  secure  the 
appearance  of  the  party,  that  the  court  might  obtain  jurisdic- 
tion, and  was  not  to  secure  the  alleged  debt.  It  is  true  tha^ 
the  design  of  the  Code  was  to  secure  the  debt  as  >Yell  as  to  ob 
tain  jurisdiction,  probably  upon  the  presumption  that  a  red- 
dent  judgment  debtor  would  be  here  to  answer  with  his  prop- 
ert^i  n^i  it  does  not  provide  for  the  release  of  the  property 
attached  upon  appeamnee  in  the  action,  except  upon  giving  an 
undertaking ;  but  in  other  states,  everywhere  wtere  the  com- 
mon rule  obtains,  as  soon  as  there  is  an  appearance,  there  is  an 
eal  of  the  attachment.  The  Code  thus  gives  advantage  enough 
to  resident  suitors,  without  calling  upon  the  court  for  further 
aid  in  a  proceeding  like  this,  for  which  there  is  no  law,  no 
rule,  no  warranty  no  reason,  no  precedent 

nL  If  the  preceding  positions  be  untenable,  and  the  court 
should  hold  that  it  has  the  power  to  order  new  security,  it  then 
beoomee  a  question  of  judicial  discretion  in  each  instance,  and 
tbe&cta  of  this  case  are  such  that  the  motion,  on  its  own  mer- 
its, should  be  denied.  [T&is  proposition  was  argued  at  length, 
bat  is  omitted  here,  as  the  question  was  not  decided  upon  its 
merits,  but  upon  the  abstract  prindple  of  law  involved.] 

Ingrahak,  Justice.  The  undertaking  in  this  case  was  given 
on  discharging  an  attachment  against  a  non-resident  defendant 
The  plaintiff  moves  for  other  sureties,  on  the  ground  that  one 
of  them  is  insolvent. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  one  of  those  cases  in  which  the 
court  has  no  power  to  order  additional  sureties.  The  property 
has  been  discharged  from  the  attachment  in  the  mode  pointed 
out  by  statute.  There  is  no  power  to  issue  another  attachment^ 
and  the  court  has  no  control  over  the  property  attached. 

The  reasons  stated  by  me  in  77ie  Hartford  Quarry  Co.  agt 
Pendleton^  (4  AbboUj  460,)  are  applicable  to  this  case. 

The  same  reasons  are  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Hoffman,  in 
TFt&^agt.  Stringer^  (16  How,  810,)  as  to  undertaking  onappeals. 

Motion  denied,  defendants'  costs  to  abide  event 
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St.  John  agl  Hart 


SUPBEME  COURT. 
St.  John  agt  Habt. 

Where  the  plaintifr  moyed  for  leave  to  cfooonimiia  without  costly  the  deftndaiit 
having  put  in  an  answer  setting  up  the  de&noe  of  infiuicj,  hdi^  that  the  motion 
shonid  have  been  made  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of  the  defenoa 
Having  proceeded  and  made  costa  after  ^bat,  he  must  pay  them. 

New -York  Special  Term,  July,  1868. 
Motion  by  plaintiff  for  leave  to  diacontdniie  the  action  willi 
out  coBta 

F.  TiLLOU,  attorney  for  pMniiff. 

H.  P.  TowNSENP,  attorney  for  d^endanL 

Ingrahah,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  should  have  made  this 
motion  as  soon  as  he  was  aware  of  the  defence  of  inbncj.  Since 
the  answer  was  put  in  he  has  continued  to  proceed  with  the 
cause,  and  has  materially  increased  the  costs.  There  is  no  ex- 
cuse for  this,  and  he  can  only  be  relieved  on  payment  of  them. 

Motion  for  leave  to  discontinue  is  granted  on  payment  of 
the  costs  afber  the  answer  was  put  in. 

No  costs  allowed  on  this  motion. 
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BuflBoIlagt  Heacham. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
William  Russell  agi  Roswell  S.  Mbacham. 

"  When  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  expready  or  by  not  defnying,  admrts  part  at  the 
plaintiff's  daim  to  be  just^  the  oonrt  on  motion,  may  order  such  defendant  to 
satisfy  that  part  of  the  chum,  and  may  enforce  the  order  as  it  enforces  ajudg- 
meni  or  provisional  remedy."  {Code  §  244^  last  clause  of  ««&.  6.  The  amend- 
ment in  1857  ofihis  cbmae  eonsista  in  ihe  words  in  itaUe.) 

R  seemSf  that  previous  to  the  amendment  of  this  paragraph  in  1857,  its  provisions 
had  no  application  to  an  ordmary  action  upon  contract.  The  legislature  could 
not  have  intended  to  restore,  or  even  authorize  imprisonment  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  a  demand,  in  cases  where  such  imprisonment  would  have  been  unau- 
thorized before;  or  in  any  way  to  repeal,  limit  or  qualify  the  efi^  of  the  act 
which  abolishes  imprisonment  for  debt.    (See  Lane  agt  Losee,  11  Bow.  360.) 

But  now  the  court  may  make  an  order  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment,  and  enfixrce 
it  by  execution,  or  in  a  proper  case,  where  defendant  might  be  imprisoned  06 
flnal  judgment^  may  enforoe  obedience  to  the  order  by  attachment 

Therefbre,  TteH  where  three  distmct  causes  of  action  on  contract,  by  three  sepa- 
rate counts,  were  embraced  in  the  plaintiff's  daim,  and  one  of  them  was  unde- 
fended, not  denied,  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  an  order  to  enforce  payment 
of  the  undisputed  demand  before  the  issues  upon  the  other  demands  were 
tried. 

M  seemSf  that  where  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  founded  on  a  single  cause  of  action, 
the  oourt  will  not  split  up  the  demand  by  ordering  payment  of  part  before  judg- 
ment 

Albany  Special  Term^  January^  1858. 

Motion  that  defendant  be  required  to  pay  money  admitted 
to  be  due. 

The  complaint  contained  three  counts.  The^  first  count  stated 
that  the  defendant  had  hired  of  the  plaintiff  a  certain  store  in 
the  city  of  Albany,  for  which  he  agreed  to  pay  a  stipulated 
rent,  together  with  the  taxes  which  should  be  assessed  thereon, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  failed  to  pay  such  taxes,  amount- 
ing to  $177.84. 

The  second  count  alleged  a  subsequent  letting  of  the  same 
pr^mses  for  another  year,  commencing  on  the  first  day  of 
May,  1867,  and  that  there  was  due  for  rent  in  arrear  on  the 

Vol.  XVL  18 
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first  day  of  November,  1857,  the  sum  of  $296,  which  sum,  with 
the  interest  thereon,  still  remained  unpaid. 

The  third  count  set  forth  a  note  against  the  defendant  and 
claimed  a  balance  due  thereon  to  the  plainti£ 

The  defendant  put  in  an  answer,  in  which  he  denied  the  al- 
legations in  the^r^^  and  third  counts,  but  did  not  controvert 
any  material  allegation  in  the  second  count 

The  plaintiflF  thereupon  moved  for  an  order  requiring  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  amount  of  rent  as  claimed  in  the  second 
count  of  the  complaint  with  the  interest  thereon,  and  the  costs 
of  the  action,  or  for  judgment  for  that  amount 

S.  F.  HiGGlNS,  forpMrUiff. 
H.  Harris,  for  defondanL 

Harris,  Justice.  But  for  the  amendment  to  the  last 
clause  of  the  5th  subdivision  of  the  244th  section  of  the 
Code,  adopted  in  1857,  I  iahould  have  been  inclined  to  hold 
with  Mr.  Justice  Clerke,  in  Lane  agt  Losfic,  (11  How.  360,) 
that  the  provisions  of  that  paragraph  had  no  application  to  an 
ordinary  action  upon  contract  I  cannot  suppose  that  the  1^- 
islature  intended  by  such  an  enactment  to  restore,  or  even  au- 
thorize imprisonment  for  the  non-payment  of  a  demand,  in  cases 
where  such  imprisonment  would  have  been  unauthorized  be- 
fore. The  provision  in  question  should  be  so  construed  as  not 
to  repeal  or  in  any  way  limit  or  qualify  the  effect  of  the  act 
which  abolishes  imprisonment  for  debt.  Whether  or  not  the 
order  contemplated  by  this  provision  shall  be  made,  is,  in  all 
cases,  a  question  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
in  my  judgment  such  an  order  should  never  be  granted,  when 
its  effect  might  be  to  imprison  the  defendant,  where  he  would 
not  have  been  liable  to  imprisonment  upon  a  judgment  recov- 
ered for  the  same  demand. 

But  the  paragraph  as  now  amended,  seems  to  be  relieved  of 
this  difficulty.  The  court  may  now  make  an  order  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  judgment  and  enforce  it  by  execution,  or  in  a  proper 
case,  may  enforce  obedience  to  the  order  by  attachment    The 
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Dunderdale  agt  Grymes. 

latter  remedy  is  only  appropnate  where  the  defendant,  npon 
a  final  judgment  in  the  same  action,  would  be  liable  to  impris- 
onment 

In  the  case  now  before  me,  three  distinct  causes  of  action 
are  embraced  in  the  plaintiff's  claim.  One  of  these  is  unde- 
fended. I  can  see  no  more  objection  in  principle  against  per- 
mitting the  plaintiff  to  enforce  payment  of  this  undisputed  de- 
mand before  the  issues  upon  the  other  demands  embraced  in 
the  complaint  are  tried,  than  there  would  have  been  if  separate 
actions  had  been  brought  for  the  several  demands.  Were  the 
plaintiff's  claim  founded  on  a  single  cause  of  action,  I  should 
not  in  any  ordinary  case,  feel  inclined  to  split  up  the  demand 
by  ordering  payment  of  a  part  before  judgment  I  do  not 
think  the  provision  in  question  was  intended  to  apply  to  such 
cases. 

In  this  case,  an  order  may  be  entered  requiring  .the  defend- 
ant to  pay  the  sums  specified  in  the  second  count  of  the  com 
plaint,  with  the  interest  thereon,  and  that  such  payment  be 
enforced  by  execution  against  the  property  of  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  has  also  applied  for  leave  to  collect  the  costs  of 
the  action,  in  addition  to  the  amount  admitted  to  be  due,  but 
such  costs  are  only  allowed  upon  the  recovery  of  final  judg- 
ment. Nor  is  this  a  proper  case  for  charging  the  defendant 
with  the  cost  of  the  motion. 


SUPREME  COTIET. 


John  Dunderdale  and  Emily,  his  wife  agt.  Susbtte 
Grymes. 

Where  two  actions  were  brought  by  hoaband  and  wifb,  one  on  contract  upon  an 
agreement  with  the  wife  to  pay  for  board  in  a  boarding-house  kept  by  her,  and 
claiming  that  the  amount  due  the  wife  was  her  separate  property ;  the  other 
an  action  of  trespass^  alleging  that  the  defendant  "  broke  and  entered  a  certain 
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DundercUJe  agt  Giymes. 

close^  in  the  poeseBsion  of  and  oocnpied  by  the  said ''  wife ;  and  also  "  broke 
and  entered  the  dwelling-honse  occupied  hy  the  said  "  wife,  "and forced  open 
the  doors,  whereby  the  said  *  wife'  was  hindered  and  prevented,"  ibo; 

JBddj  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  upon  the  &cta  stated  in  the  complaint  in  the 
first  case,  but  that  the  husband  was  the  owner  of  the  demand  and  entitled  to 
the  recovery.  And  in  the  other  case,  there  being  no  allegation  that  the  lands 
belonged  to  the  wife,  still  leas  her  separate  estate,  the  injury  in  view  of  the  law 
was  to  the  husband's  rights,  and  the  damages  to  be  recovered  belonged  to  hioL 

The  next  question  was,  whether  husband  and  wife  could  sue  together  to  recover 
debts  due  him,  or  damages  incurred  by  or  inflicted  on  him  ?  J7e^  a  misjoinder 
and  the  objection  may  be  taken  by  demurrer^  because  the  relation  existing  be- 
tween husband  and  wife,  is  not  the  same  as  that  which  exists  between  two  or- 
dinary co-plaintifib ;  they  are  incapable  of  several  judgments  at  the  trial' 


Richmond  Special  Term^  May,  1858.     Two  Oases. 

Demubbeb  to  complaint. 

The  first  of  these  cases  was  on  contract,  and  the  other  was 
a  trespass  suit.  The  defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint  in 
each  case,  on  the  ground  of  misjoinder  of  plaintiffi,  and  that 
the  complaint  did  not  show  a  cause  of  action,  and  in  the  tres- 
pass case,  the  additional  ground  that  several  causes  of  action 
were  improperly  united.  The  demurrers  were  argued  to- 
gether. 

The  complaint  in  the  contract  case  is  as  follows : 

"  The  complaint  of  the  plaintiffs  shows  to  this  court,  that 
the  plaintiff  John  Dunderdale  is  the  husband  of  the  said  Emily 
Dunderdale ;  that  the  said  Emily  Dunderdale  was  the  keeper 
of  a  boarding-house  in  the  town  of  Castleton,  in  the  county  of 
Eichmond,  in  the  year  1856 ;  that  on  or  about  the  first  day  of 
May,  in  said  year,  the  defendant  hired  and  took  board  and 
rooms  with  the  said  Emily  Dunderdale,  for  herself  and  serv- 
ants, and  used  and  occupied  the  stable  belonging  to  said  Emily 
Dunderdale,  and  continued  to  receive  such  board  and  to  use 
and  occupy  said  rooms  and  stable,  from  said  first  day  of  May, 
until  on  or  about  the  17th  day  of  November,  1856,  for  which 
she  then  and  there  agreed  to  pay  said  Emily  Dunderdale,  what 
such  board,  and  the  use  and  occupation  of  such  rooms  and 
stable  were  reasonably  worth ;  that  the  same  were  reasonably 
worth  the  sum  of  $865.50,  for  the  period  aforesaid ;  and  al- 
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Dunderdale  agt  Orymea. 

ihoagli  reqtiested  so  to  do,  the  defendant  Itas  not  paid  the  same 
or  any  part  thereof,  except  the  sum  of  $18  ;  that  the  amount  so 
due  the  said  Emily  Dunderdale  is  her  separate  property. 
Wherefore,  the  plaintifis  demand  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant for  the  balance  of  $847.50,  with  interest  from  November 
17th,  1856," 
In  the  trespass  case,  the  complaint  contained  two  counts : 
In  the  first  count,  after  alleging  the  relationship  of  husband 
and  wife,  between  the  plaintiff,  the  complaint  stated  that  the 
defendant  "  broke  and  entered  a  certain  dose,  in  the  possession 
of  and  occupied  by  the  said  Emily  Dunderdale,  lyiug,"  &c.,  "  and 
then  and  there  dug  down  a  certain  stone  wall,"  and  also  "  broke 
and  entered  the  dwelling-house  occupied  by  the  said  Emily  Dun- 
derdakj  and  forced  open  the  doors,  whereby  the  said  Emily 
Dunderdale  was  hindered  and  prevented  from  having  the  use 
and  enjoyment  of  the  said  close  and  dwelling-house,  and  her 
furniture  and  household  articles  were  greatly  damaged,  &c." 

The  allegations  of  the  second  count  were  the  same  as  the 
first,  except  that  the  trespass  alleged  was,  that  the  defendant 
"  ejected,  expelled,  put  out  and  amoved  the  said  Emily  Dun- 
derdale and  her  family  from  the  possession  of  the  said  close  and 
dwelling-house." 

LoTT  0.  ChAXK,  for  plaintiffs, 
Wm.  I.  S/TKEm:,  for  defendants. 

Emott,  Justice.  It  is  not  necessary  in  these  cases  to  deter- 
mine whether  as  the  Code  stood  before  the  revision  of  1857,  it 
was  ever  allowable  to  join  the  husband  as  a  co-plaintiff  with, 
the  wife  in  an  action  relating  to  her  separate  property,  or 
whether  the  objection  to  such  misjoinder  could  be  taken  by 
demurrer.  There  is  great  force  in  the  views  expressed  by 
Judge  Harris,  on  both  these  points,  in  Bronson  agt.  Oifford^ 
(8  How.  P.  R,  895.)  But  these  cases  are  both  suits  upon  de- 
mands or  causes  of  action  which  belong  to  the  husband.  In 
one  case,  the  suit  is  brought  upon  an  agreement  with  the  wife 
to  pay  for  board  in  a  boarding-house  kept  by  her.    Notwith- 
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standing  tbe  allegation  that  this  claim  is  her  separate  property, 
I  suppose  there  can  be  no  doubt  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
complaint,  that  the  husband  is  the  owner  of  the  demand,  and 
entitled  to  the  recovery.  The  other  suit  is  for  a  trespass  com- 
mitted by  intruding  into  lands  of  which  the  wife  was  in  occu- 
pation, and  by  ejecting  her.  There  is  no  allegation  that  these 
lands  were  hers,  still  less,  that  they  were  her  separate  estate. 
The  injury  in  the  view  of  the  law,  was  to  the  husband's  rights, 
and  the  damages  to  be  recovered  belong  to  him. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  husband  and  wife  can  sue  to- 
gether to  recover  debts  due  him  or  damages  incurred  by  or  in- 
flicted on  him  ?  There  can  be  but  one  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion, and  I  cannot  doubt  that  this  answer  can  be  given  on  a 
demurrer.  There  are  cases  which  hold  that  where  one  of  sev- 
eral plaintiffe  appears  to  have  no  interest  in  a  cause  of  action 
upoh  which  the  others  may  properly  maintain  the  suit  without 
him,  the  Code  does  not  permit  a  demurrer  for  the  misjoinder. 
But  husband  and  wife  cannot  be  regarded  or  treated  as  two 
several  plaintifife.  When  a  suit  is  brought  by  them  together, 
the  relation  between  them  is  not  the  same  as  that  which  exists 
between  two  ordinary  co-plaintiflEs.  The  best,  if  not  the  only 
sufficient-Teason  for  the  decisions  I  have  just  referred  to,  is  that 
to  sustain  such  demurrers  would  nullify  the  provisions  of  the 
Code,  authorising  the  court  at  the  trial  to  give  such  judgment 
among  various  parties,  for  some  and  against  others,  as  substan- 
tial justice  requires.  This  is  a  beneficial  provision,  enabling 
us  to  dispose  of  such  difficulties  more  satisfactorily  in  the  end, 
than  if  we  drove  that  portion  of  the  plaintiffe  who  were  right- 
fully before  us  out  of  court,  because  they  were  accompanied  by 
others  who  did  not  belong  there.  When  the  cause  is  tried,  we 
can  render  a  judgment  in  &vor  of  the  former,  and  another 
against  the  latter.  And  thus,  while  no  injustice  is  done,  nor 
any  delay  of  justice  occasioned,  no  legal  principle  is  violated. 
But  such  a  remedy  cannot  be  applied  in  cases  where  husband 
and  wife  are  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  a  judg- 
ment could  be  given  in  favor  of  the  husband  and  against  the 
wife,  in  such  cases  as  the  present    At  all  events  such  a  judg- 
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ment  would  be  of  no  avail  to  indemnify  a  defendant  for  the 
costa  of  a  suit  improperly  brought,  and,  therefore,  justly  de- 
fended. These  suits  must  either  be  sustained  altogether,  op 
amended  as  to  their  entire  frame,  or  dismissed  altogether.  And 
if  the  objections  presented  by  the  demurrers  must  at  the  trial 
be  fatal  to  the  suits,  because  from  their  nature  they  are  inca- 
pable of  several  judgments,  it  is  no  hardship  to  the  plaintiflfe 
to  sustain  a  demurrer. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  both  cases, 
with  leave  to  amend  on  the  usual  terms. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


The   People  eac  rel  Mactaggart  agt  Gale,  Clerk  of  the 
Marine  Court 

On  an  applicatio^  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  clerk  of  the  marine  court  to  isBae 
an  execution  on  a  judgment  of  reversal  bj  the  general  term,  of  a  judgment  of 
the  special  term  of  that  court,  on  the  ground  that  aU  the  proceedings  founded 
on  the  appeal  to  the  general  term  were  void,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  spe- 
dal  term  remained  in  fuU  force,  for  the  reason  among  othersof  less  importance, 
that  the  time  allowed  hj  statute  for  bringing  the  appeal  had  expired, 

Sdd^  Ist  That  the  question  on  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  decided  hj  the 
general  term  of  the  marine  court,  was  one  concerning  the  regularity  or  validity 
of  proceedings  within  its  own  especial  cognizance;  and  with, regard  to  which, 
it  is  proper  that  its  dedsiona  should  generally  be  deemed  conclusive.  I?  indeed, 
the  time  aUowed  by  statute  for  appealing  had  expu^  the  court  had  no  power  to 
extend  it ;  but  they  were  the  best  judges  of  the  fact,  whether  the  time  had  ex- 
pired, and  whether  all  the  other  proceedings  in  relation  to  it  were  regular. 

2d.  Even  if  the  proceedings  relative  to  the  appeal  had  been  a  nullity,  the  connsel 
for  the  relator,  after  unsuccessftdly  moving  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the  gromid 
of  irregularity  and  nullity,  argued  the  meritorious  points  involved  in  the  case 
on  the  appeal  before  the  general  term.  This  was  a  complete  waiver  of  aU  de- 
fects relating  to  the  manner  of  the  appeal,  although  before  the  argument  on  the 
merits,  they  might  have  amounted  to  a  nullity. 

Provided  the  action  is  legitimately  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  aparty  can- 
not i^)pear  to  urge  objectiona  on  the  merits,  seeking  to  avaU  himsell  of  a  ded- 
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BioD  in  his  fiivor,  and  at  the  same  time  reaerre  a  right  if  it  should  be  against  him, 
to  assail  the  form  in  which  the  essential  sabjects  in  dispute  have  been  pro- 
sented. 
And  3d.  It  is  yery  doubtful  whether  it  would  be  a  proper  exercise  of  the  discre- 
tionaiy  power  of  this  oourt  on  an  application  for  a  man^fomtu,  to  grant  it  on  an 
oocaaion  merely  oonoeming  the  practical  proceedings  in  another,  though  inferior 
oourt  of  judicature. 

New  -  York  Special  Term,  June,  1858. 
Afpucation  for  mandamus  to  the  derk  of  the  marine 
court 

W.  B.  Wedgwood,  attorney  for  relator. 

Clsree,  Justice.  The  opinions  which  I  intimated  on  the 
argument  of  this  motion,  have  been  confirmed  on  careful  exam^ 
ination  and  deliberation.  In  the  action  in  whicb  it  is  claimed 
oy  the  relator  that  this  court  should  bj  mandamus  compel  the 
clerk  of  the  marine  court  to  issue  an  execution,  an  appeal  was 
taken  by  the  defendant  in  that  action,  to  the  general  term  of 
that  court.  A  motion  was  made  before  the  special  term  of  the 
said  court  by  the  plaintiff,  to  dismiss  the  appe£^  on  various 
grounds  of  irregularity,  of  which  the  principal  was,  that  the 
time  for  appealing  had  elapsed  before  the  appeal  was  taken. 
The  motion  was  granted,  but  was  afterwards  reversed  by  the 
general  term.  The  appeal  then  proceeded  on  its  merits,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  special  term  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  was 
reversed  by  the  general  term. 

The  relator,  who  was  the  plaintiff  in  that  action,  asks  this 
court  for  a  mandamus,  to  compel  the  clerk  of  the  marine  court 
to  issue  an  execution,  notwithstanding  the  reversal,  on  the 
ground  that  all  the  proceedings  founded  on  the  appeal  were 
void,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  special  term  remains  in  full 
force.  The  question  on  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  de- 
cided by  the  general  term,  was  one  concerning  the  regularity 
or  validity  of  proceedings  within  its  own  especial  cognizance ; 
and  with  regard  to  which,  it  is  proper  that  its  decisions  should 
generally  be  deemed  conclusive.    If,  indeed,  the  time  allowed 
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by  the  statute  for  appealing  firom  the  special  to  the  general 
term  has  expired,  the  court  have  no  power  to  extend  it ;  but 
they  are  the  best  judges  of  the  feet  whether  the  time  has  ex- 
pired,  and  whether  all  the  other  proceedings  in  relation  to  it 
are  regular.  And,  however  erroneous  we  may  suppose  their 
decision  on  this  point  to  be,  however  inconsistent  with  the  feet 
we  may  suppose  it  to  be,  it  cannot  be  said,  that  all  their  sub- 
sequent action  predicated  on  this  decision  is  absolutely  void, 
as  if  it  was  coram  non  judxce  ;  and  on  no  other  ground  could  we 
grant  a  mandamus  to  the  clerk  to  issue  execution  on  the  judg^ 
ment  of  the  special  term.  This  is  not  analogous  to  a  case 
where  they  may  undertake  to  exercise  power  in  relation  to 
subjects  or  persons,  over  which  or  over  whom  they  had  no 
jurisdiction  whatever ;  as  if  they  issued  an  injunction,  or  at- 
tempted to  compel  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  or  as 
if  they  undertook  to  exercise  that  general  control  and  superin- 
tendence over  public  bodies,  officers,  and  all  other  courts  of  ori- 
ginal jurisdiction,  which  belongs  to  this  court  alone,  by  issuing 
for  example,  a  mandamus^  such  as  the  relator  demands  on  the 
present  application.  Then,  certainly,  every  proceeding  founded 
on  such  an  usurpation  of  power,  would  be  totally  and  irrepax- 
ably  void.  But  the  action  in  which  the  proceedings  occurred 
complained  of  by  the  relator,  was  confessedly  within  the  cog- 
nizance of  the  marine  court  They  had  legal  possei^ion  of  the 
subject,  and  jurisdictional  control  over  the  persons  of  the  liti- 
gants ;  and  they  alone  had  a  right  to  pass  upon  the  regularity 
of  the  proceedings  in  that  action,  except  so  &r  as  those  pro- 
ceedings may  be  liable  to  review  hy  like  ordinary  methods  oj 
appeal  to  a  higher  court 

Again  ;  even  if  the  proceedings  relative  to  the  appeal  had 
been  a  nullity,  and  even  if  it  did  not  belong  to  the  inherent 
and  essential  powers  of  the  court  to  pronounce  whether  they 
were  regular  or  irregular,  whether  they  were  amendable  or  not 
amendable,  or  whether  they  did  or  did  not  constitute  a  nullity, 
yet  I  perceive,  that  the  coimsel  for  the  relator,  after  unsuccess- 
fully moving  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the  ground  of  irregu- 
larity and  nullity,  argued  the  meritorious  pointe  involved  in 
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the  case,  on  the  appeal  before  the  general  term  of  the  oourt 
This,  I  consider  a  complete  waiver  of  all  defects  relating  to 
the  manner  of  the  appeal,  although  before  the  argument  on  the 
merits,  they  might  have  amounted  to  a  nullity.  Provided  the 
action  is  legitimately  within  the  jurisdiction,  a  party  cannot 
appear  to  urge  objections  on  the  merits,  seeking  to  avail  him- 
self of  a  decision  in  his  favor,  and  at  the  same  time  reserve  a 
right,  if  it  should  be  against  him,  to  assail  the  form  in  which 
the  essential  subjects  in  dispute  have  been  presented.  This 
would  scarcely  be  deemed  fair  at  any  kind  of  game,  whatever 
may  be  the  nature  or  value  of  the  stake.  Doubtless,  mere 
nuUities,  in  general,  cannot  be  waived  by  implication,  and  may 
be  taken  advantage  of,  notwithstanding  an  inconsistent  step 
by  the  party  objecting.  But  this  is  far  fix)m  being  universal 
Like  all  other  general  rules,  particularly  in  legal  science,  it 
must  be  understood  with  qualifications.  A  nullity  in  an  early 
stage  of  a  cause  or  proceeding,  may  be  inferentially  waived, 
when  it  is  only  a  formal  defect^  as  in  the  case  referred  to  by 
Chitty  in  his  Practice :  "  If  a  defendant  plead  in  bar,  and 
there  has  been  a  regular  trial  and  verdict,  it  is  not  to  be  sup- 
posed that  the  latter,  or  the  judgment  and  execution  thereon, 
would  be  afterwards  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  summons,  or  no  formal  appearance  for  the  defendant  en- 
tered." •  So,  also,  if  the  time  for  appealing  elapsed,  although 
the  court  have  no  power  to  extend  the  time,  and  although  the 
respondent  does  not  waive  his  objection  by  merely  moving  to 
dismiss  the  appeal,  yet  if  he  appears  and  argues  the  case  on  its 
merits,  he  cannot  afterward3  take  advantage  of  the  defect,  how- 
ever fatal  it  might  have  been,  if  he  had  declined  to  appear  at 
the  hearing. 

I  repeat,  therefore,  what  I  intimated  on  the  argument  of 
this  motion,  that  it  is  not  within  my  province  on  this  occasion, 
to  review  the  proceedings  which  constitute  the  alleged  defects 
in  this  case.  The  court  which  had  jurisdiction  of  the  action, 
was  the  proper  place  in  which  to  decide  whether  they  were 
regular  or  irregular,  void  or  not  void ;  and  even  if  its  power 
on  this  subject  were  questionable,  the  relator  by  appearing,  on 
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the  argument  of  the  appeal,  waived  all  objections  to  the  man* 
ner  in  which  it  was  brought  before  the  appellate  authority. 

And  even  if  this  were  not  so,  it  is  very  doubtful  whether  it 
would  be  a  proper  exercise  of  the  discretionary  power  of  this 
court  on  an  application  for  this  high  prerogative  writ,  to  grant 
it  on  an  occasion  merely  concerning  the  practical  proceedings 
in  another,  though  inferior  court  of  judicature ;  which  I  think 
it  expedient  for  several  reasons,  should  have  complete  control 
over  its  own  practice,  in  all  instances  not  compromising  the 
interests  of  substantial  justice.  This  writ,  xmdoubtedly,  is  of 
a  most  extensive  remedial  nature ;  but  policy,  convenience 
and  justice,  alike  dictate  that  we  should  be  cautious  in  award- 
ing it 

Motion  denied,  with  $10  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

William  Bbidenbeceeb,  President  of  Frankfort  Bank  agt 
Daj^iel  Mason,  Hbnby  C.  Johnson  and  Pbteb  J.  Ho- 

TALING. 

The  Mohawx  Valley  Bank  agt  The  Same. 

When  a  judgment  ia  fraudulent  or  is  invalid  by  reaaon  of  some  sobstantial  defect, 
it  will  be  set  aside  on  the  application  of  atvy  party  interested  in  impeaching  it. 

The  offer  ofyudgmeni  under  §  385  of  the  Code,  is  not  confined  to  actions  upon  con- 
tract,  nor  is  the  privilege  confined  to  actions  against  a  sole  defendant,  but  ex- 
tends to  actions  against  several  Whether  all  who  have  been  served  with 
process,  should  not  join  in  the  offer  unless  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 
by  default  against  those  not  uniting  in  the  offer,  is  questionable.  The  offer 
should  be  such,  and  made  at  such  a  tune,  that  the  plaintiff  may  at  once  avail 
hunself  of  it,  and  take  his  judgment 

"The  defendant,^  in  the  section  means  a  sole  defendant,  or  all  the  defendants 
who  have  been  served  with  process,  who  really  make  but  one  "  party  "  to  th« 
Mtion. 
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One  oopartner,  where  all  are  serred  with  prooesB,  has  no  authority  to  oon&fls  jad^ 
ment  for  his  oo-defendants.  The  Implied  agency  resulting  firom  the  relation  of 
the  parties  does  not  extend  to  an  act  like  that    He  can  only  bind  himself. 

In  this  case,  the  actions  were  upon  demands  arising  upon  contract  against  the 
firm  of  "  D.  Mason  &  Co^"  the  defendants  constituting  that  firm,  at  the  time 
the  contracts  were  made.  One  action  was  commenced  by  the  service  of  a  sum- 
mons, and  the  other  by  service  of  a  summons  and  complaint  upon  all  the  de- 
fendants personally,  on  the  same  day.  And  on  the  same  day,  Mason,  without 
the  knowledge  of  his  co-defendants,  served  upon  the  attorneys  of  the  respective 
plaintifis  an  ofier  of  judgment  under  §  385  of  the  Code,  signed  "  D.  Mason  & 
Go.,**  and  "  D.  Mason."  Upon  such  offer,  the  judgments  were  perfected  the 
same  day  against  all  the  defendants. 

Edd,  that  the  judgments  were  entered  without  authority  as  against  Johnscm  ft 
Hotaling,  the  co-defendants  of  Mason.  1st.  Because  there  was  no  authority  to 
Mason  to  make  and  sign  the  offer  as  a  spedai  agent  of  the  other  defendants. 
To  authorize  such  an  offer,  some  proofs  of  authority  should  accompany  the  act, 
and  make  a  part  of  the  proceedings  and  record  in  the  case.  And  a  apecitd  at- 
torney must  also  be  approved  and  ratified  by  the  courts  before  he  can  act  as  an 
attorney  in  the  conduct  and  management  of  a  cause. 

2d.  The  offer  does  not  purport  to  be  signed  by  Johnson  &  Hotaling,  or  in  their 
behalf.  The  signature  "D.  Mason  &  Co.,"  does  not  authorize  judgment  against 
them.  The  addition  of  "  &  Co.,"  to  the  name  of  D.  Mason,  is  no  authority  to 
the  clerk  of  the  court  to  enter  judgment  against  any  one. 

3d.  The  judgments  were  not  good  even  against  Mason,  for  the  reason  that  the 
papers  filed  showed  service  on  the  other  defendants,  and  that  the  time  for  them 
to  answer  had  not  expired. 

U  deema^  that  had  Mason  employed  an  aUcmej/  to  appear  for  all  the  defendants, 
and  he  had  served  the  offer  as  such  attorney  without  fhuid  or  collusion,  the 
judgments  would  have  been  technically  regular,  and  would  probably  have  been 
sustained. 

MoTioK  on  behalf  of  the  Bank  of  Central  New- York,  a 
judgment  creditor  of  the  defendants,  to  set  aside  the  judgments 
in  the  above  actions,  and  for  such  other  relief  as  the  moving 
party  may  be  entitled  to.  The  judgment  in  favor  of  the  Bank 
of  Central  New- York,  was  perfected  on  the  6th  of  February, 
1858,  against  all  the  defendants,  upon  confession  of  judgment 
by  all*  The  judgments  in  the  above  actions  were  perfected  on 
the  22d  day  of  January,  1858,  on  which  day  they  were  com- 
menced, the  one  by  the  service  of  a  summons,  and  the  other 
by  service  of  a  summons  and  complaint;  upon  all  the  defend- 
ants personally.  The  actions  were  upon  demands  arising 
upon  contract  against  the  firm  of  "  D.  Mason  &  Co.,"  the  de- 
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fendants  constitating  tliat  firm  at  the  time  the  contracts  were 
made.  On  the  same  day,  Mason,  without  the  knowledge  of 
his  co-defendants,  served  upon  the  attorneys  of  the  respective 
plaintiffi,  an  offer  of  judgment  under  §  385  of  the  Code,  signed 
"D.  Mason  &  Co.,"  and  "D.  Mason."  Upon  such  offer,  the 
judgment  was  perfected  against  all  the  defendants. 

Geo.  W.  S^iTTH^  for  motion. 
Geo.  a.  Hardin,  opposed. 

W.  F.  Allen,  Justice.  The  contest  is  between  creditors 
of  the  late  firm  of  D.  Mason  &  Co.,  for  priority  in  the  collec- 
tion of  the  debts,  and  in  this  "  race  of  legal  diligence,"  the 
parties  must  stand  upon  the  legal  rights  which  they  have  ac- 
quired by  their  vigilance.  A  mere  irregularity  in  the  prior 
judgments  will  not  be  available  to  the  junior  judgment  debtor 
upon  this  motion.  A  want  of  conformity  to  some  rule  of 
practice,  which  does  not  go  to  the  foundation  of  the  judgments 
or  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  may  be  waived  by  the  parties 
to  the  proceeding,  and  will  be  considered  as  waived  if  not  sea- 
sonably objected  to  by  them. 

Third  persons  cannot  take  the  objection  that  the  judgment 
or  proceeding  is  irregular.  (2  Chiity  Arch.  1876.)  But  when 
a  judgment  is  fraudulent  or  is  invalid  by  reason  of  some  sub- 
stantial defect,  it  will  be  set  aside  on  the  application  of  any 
party  interested  in  impeaching  it.  {Martin  agt.  Martin^  3  jB.  ^ 
Ad.  934;  Hand  agt  Barton^  S  B.  d  (7.202;  ChappelsLgfi. 
Chappel,  2  Ker.  215.) 

The  judgments  complained  of,  were  entered  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  385th  section  of  the  Code.  This  section  has  in 
practice  been  greatly  perverted  from  its  true  and  proper  pur- 
pose, and  made  to  supply  the  place  of  a  confession  of  judgment 
without  action,  and  in  a  way  to  dispense  with  the  safeguard 
and  securities  against  fraud  which  are  thrown  around  the  lat- 
ter method  of  obtaining  a  judgment  for  an  acknowledged  de- 
mand. 

In  the  confession  of  judgment  under  the  Code,  the  public 
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have  some  security  in  the  oath  of  the  party  that  the  considera- 
tion is  fair  and  honest,  and  the  amount  really  due  or  to  be- 
come due  to  the  creditor,  or  that  it  is  honestly  given  to  secure 
against  a  contingent  liability.  It  was  not  the  design  of  the 
legislature  to  provide  a  way  by  which  the  public  should  be 
deprived  of  this  security.  The  purpose  and  object  of  §  885 
and  succeeding  sections,  are  clearly  indicated  by  the  title  of 
the  chapter,  as  well  aa  by  the  report  of  the  commissioners  by 
whom  it  was  reported  to  the  legislature.  The  Code  requires 
that  in  actions  arising  upon  contract  for  the  recovery  of  money 
only,  the  plaintiff  shall  insert  in  the  summons  a  notice  that  he 
will  take  judgment  for  a  sum  specified  therein.  (Cbcfe,  §  129.) 
If  the  defendant  does  not  desire  to  contest  this  amount,  he 
may  suffer  judgment  to  pass  by  default  and  without  appear- 
ance. If  he  concedes  the  cause  of  action  to  an  amount  less 
than  that  claimed,  or  is  willing  to  concede  something  rather 
than  litigate,  he  may,  by  way  of  compromise,  make  the  offer 
of  judgment  under  this  section,  and  this  offer  is  not  confined 
to  actions  upon  contract.  In  most  cases,  this  provision  is  re- 
sorted to  in  fraud  of  the  chapter  regulating  the  confession  of 
-judgments,  and  very  seldom  to  accomplish  the  good  intent  of 
its  framers.  Perhaps  the  courts  mighit  say,  that  in  cases  where 
the  commencement  of  an  action  is  merely  formal,  and  to  en- 
able the  defendant  to  make  an  offer  of  judgment,  and  thus  in 
substance  immediately  confess  a  judgment  for  the  demand  of 
the  plaintiff,  without  complying  with  the  statutory  forms,  it 
should  not  stand  as  against  third  persons  having  an  interest  to 
question  its  validity.  The  proceeding  is,  however,  within  the 
letter  of  the  statute,  and  in  the  face  of  the  very  general  prac- 
tice sanctioned  in  part,  perhaps,  by  the  acquiescence  of  the 
courts.  I  will  not  venture  to  decide  now  that  it  must  not  be 
tolerated.  The  question  then  is,  whether  these  judgments  are 
in  conformity  with  the  statute  under  which  they  purport  to 
have  been  entered. 

The  Code  authorizes  the  defendant  to  serve  upon  the  plain- 
tiff an  offer  in  writing,  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against 
him  for  the  sum  or  property,  or  to  the  effect  therein  specified, 
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with  costs.  This  privilege  is  not  confined  to  actions  against  a 
sole  defendant,  but  extends  to  actions  against  several.  Whe- 
ther all  who  have  been  served  with  process  should  not  join 
in  the  offer  unless  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  by 
de&ult  against  those  not  uniting  in  the  offer,  is  questionable. 
The  offer  should  be  such  and  made  at  such  a  time,  that  the 
plaintiff  may  at  once  avail  himself  of  it  and  take  his  judgment. 
If  only  one  of  several  defendants  jointly  liable  upon  the  cause 
of  action  stated  in  the  complaint,  all  of  whom  have  been  served 
with  process,  offers  a  confession  of  judgment  under  this  sec- 
tion, while  the  other  defendants  may  still  come  in  and  litigate, 
the  plaintiff  may  be  greatly  embarrassed.  The  one  defendant 
may  offer  judgment  for  a  sum  which  the  plaintiff  might  con- 
sent to  take  for  the  sake  of  peace,  but  which  he  would  be  un 
willing  to  take  except  upon  that  consideration.  And  if  he 
must  still  litigate  with  the  other  defendants,  all  inducements 
to  accept  the  offer  are  gone.  Again ;  to  accept  in  a  case  of  un- 
liquidated damages,  an  offer  of  judgment  by  one  defendant  for 
a  specific  sum,  while  the  verdict  against  the  other  might  be 
for  a  very  different  sum,  would  be  out  of  the  question,  as  no 
joint  judgment  could,  in  that  case,  be  given. 

"  The  defendant,"  in  the  section  means  a  sole  defendant,  or 
all  the  defendants  who  have  been  served  with  process,  who 
really  make  but  one  "  party  "  to  the  action.  This  is  the  effect 
of  the  decision  in  La  Farge  agt  Chilaon,  (3  Sand/.  Reps.  752.) 
The  court  in  that  case  very  carefully  limit  the  right  of  one  or 
more  of  several  defendants  to  serve  an  offer  under  this  section, 
to  the  case  where  the  suit  is  so  situated  in  respect  to  the  other 
defendants,  that  the  plaintiff  may  at  once  enter  judgment  to 
the  effect  offered  against  all  the  parties  jointly  liable  with  those 
making  the  offer,  as  where  the  co-defendants'  tinle  to  answer 
had  expired,  and  they  had  not  appeared. 

In  the  other  cases  in  which  an  offer  from  one  of  several  de- 
fendants has  been  held  proper,  only  the  defendants  making 
the  offer  had  been  served  with  process,  so  that  upon  accepting 
the  offer  the  plaintiff  was  inMnediately  entitled  to  judgment 
against  all  the  defendants  in  form,  but  which  should  affect  only 
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the  individual  property  of  those  joining  in  the  offer.  {OrweU 
agt  McLaughUn^  10  N.  T,  Dsg.  Ohs.  816 ;  Lippman  agt.  Joe- 
slin,  1  G  R,  N.  S.  161 ;  Mnery  agt.  Mnery,  9  How,  180.) 
These  judgments  were  sustained  under  the  provisions  regula- 
ting proceedings  against  joint  and  several  debtors.  {Cockj 
§  186.)  The  rule  was  the  same  under  the  former  practice. 
{Pardee  agt.  Eaynes,  10  Wendeirs  JR.  680.)  If  the  summons 
be  only  served  on  a  portion  of  the  defendants  jointly  indebted, 
BB  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  against  the  defendant 
served,  and  if  he  recover  judgment  it  may  be  entered  against 
all  the  defendants,  to  be.  enforced  against  the  joint  property  of 
all,  and  the  several  property  of  the  defendants  served,  and  in 
the  case  of  joint  debtors  the  judgment  must  be  inform  against 
all.  {Sianwood  agt.  MaOier^  7  Hovj.  4.)  If  all  the  defendants 
have  been  served  with  process,  then  the  judgment  must  be 
joint  against  all  the  defendants,  except  when  the  demand  is 
such  that  the  plaintiff  could  proceed  against  the  defendants 
severally  for  its  collection.  Of  course,  the  plaintiff  cannot  in 
such  case,  take  judgment  in  form  against  all  upon  a  joint  de- 
mand, before  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  all  to  answer,  either 
by  the  consent  of  one  of  the  defendants  or  because  he  may  be 
entitled  to  a  judgment  by  de&ult  against  one.  The  judgments 
in  question,  are,  therefore,  not  valid  judgments  under  the  pro- 
visions of  tke  law  regulating  judgments  against  joint  debtors, 
and  must  be  supported,  if  at  all,  upon  the  offer  of  judgment 
served  by  Mason. 

As  a  copartner  of  the  other  defendants.  Mason  had  no  au- 
thority to  confess  the  judgment  for  his  co-defendants.  The 
implied  agency  resulting  from  the  relation  of  the  parties  did 
not  extend  to  an  act  like  that.  He  could  only  bind  himself. 
{Everson  agt.  Oehrman,  10  Ebiv.' SOi ;  Barney  agt  Le  Oal^  19 
Barb.  592  ;  Ratlibun  agt.  DrcJceford^  6  Bing.  875.)  In  Emery 
agt.  Emery ^  {supra,)  it  is  very  clearly  put  forth,  that  one  partner 
cannot  by  a  confession  of  judgment  bind  his  copartners,  further 
than  the  judgment  regularly  taken  binds  the  joint  property  of 
the  defendants  not  served  with  process.  {McBride  agt  Hager^ 
1  W.  R.  826.)    There  is  no  pretence  in  the  opposing  affidavits 
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of  any  special  aaihoritj  to  Mason  to  give  the  judgment  to  the^ 
plaintiff  in  these  actions.  The  general  talk  between  the  partr 
ners  about  securing  the  debts,  or  rath^  about  the  propriety  of 
securing  them,  did  not,  and  was  not  understood  by  the  parties 
to  confer  upon  either  the  right  to  confess  a  judgment  for  all, 
or  to  do  any  act  to  bind  tibe  rest  beyond  the  acts  which  one 
partner  may  ordinarily  do  in  the  name  of  his  firm. 

A  judgment  was  not  thought  of  as  a  means  of  security  to 
the  creditors.  No  action  had  been  commenced,  and  none,  so 
&r  as  we  know,  was  contemplated.  The  special*  authority 
predicated  upon  the  general  understanding  of  the  partners  that 
these  debts  ought  to  be  secured,  is  evidently  an  afterthought. 
Th«  defendants  were  all  s^yed  with  process  on  the  same  day, 
and  on  the  day  llie  offer  was  served,  and  of  course  were  on 
hand  to  sign  any  offer  in  which  they  concurred.  Had  Mason 
emfployed  an  attorney  to  appear  for  all  the  defendants,  and  he 
had  served  the  offer  as  such  attorney,  without  fraud  or  collu- 
sion, the  judgment  would  have  been  technically  regular,  and 
very  likely  within  the  precedents  would  have  been  sustained. 
{Gfrazebrook  agt  McCredie^  9  TF.  487;  Church  agt  Ten  Eyck^ 
Onendaga  Speeial  Term,  1856;  Oristoold  agt.  OriswoJdy  14 
Hov).  466.)  In  that  case,  the  judgments  would  be  upheld  in 
pursuance  of  the  technical  rule  of  practice  and  somewhat  in 
conflict  with  another  principle  advanced  by  the  courts  that 
they  "  should  not  sanction  any  act  which  would  encourage 
concealment  and  contrivance  between  partners,  who  owe  each 
other  confidence  and  good  faithi" 

The  offer  of  judgment  must  be  in  writing.  Itmust  be  signed 
by  or  in  behalf  of  the  defendants  to  be  bound  by  it  and  against 
whom  judgment  is  to  be  taken,  and  can  only  be  signed  in  one 
of  Aree  ways.  1st  By  tiie  defendants  in  person,  each  sign- 
ing his  own  proper  name.  2d.  By  an  agent  especially  autho- 
rized to  sign  the  same  for  them  and  in  their  name,  or,  Sd.  By 
an  attorney  of  this  court  whose  authority  to  represent  the 
parties  will  be  presumed.  The  offers  in  these  cases  were  not 
signed  in  either  of  these  methods.  It  is  not  claimed  that  they 
are  signed  in  either  the  1st  or  Sd  form.    To  authorize  an  ra* 
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try  of  judgment  upon  an  offer  signed  in  the  manner  secondly 
mentioned,  that  is  by  a  special  agent,  some  proof  of  authority 
should  accompany  the  act,  and  make  a  part  of  the  proceedings 
and  record  in  the  case.  The  special  attorney  must  also  be  ap- 
proved and  ratified  by  the  court,  before  he  can  act  as  an  attor- 
ney in  the  conduct  and  management  of  a  cause.  {Roy  agt 
Heily^  1st  Duer^  637.)  There  is  no  such  special  authority,  and 
there  is  no  authority  from  the  court,  for  Mason  to  act  as  special 
attorney  for  his  co-defendants. 

For  still  another  reason,  the  judgments  must  be  held  to  have 
been  entered  without  authority  as  against  Johnson  &  Hotaling. 
The  offer  does  not  purport  to  be  signed  for  them  or  in  their 
behalf  The  signature  "  D.  Mason  &  Co.,"  does  not  authorize 
judgment  against  them.  The  addition  of  "  &  Co.,"-  to  the 
name  of  D.  Mason,  is  no  authority  to  the  clerk  of  this  court  to 
enter  judgment  against  any  one.  The  law  requires  certainty 
in  the  description  of  the  parties,  and  those  seeking  to  bind  in- 
dividuals by  judicial  acts,  must  see  to  it,  at  least  that  they  are 
properly  named.  It  is  not  a  good  judgment  even  against  Ma- 
son, for  the  reason  that  the  papers  filed  showed  service  on  the 
other  defendants,  and  that  the  time  for  them  to  answer  had  not 
expired.  {Barney  agt  Le  Gal,  supra.)  The  moving  parly- 
may  in  this  case,  object  to  the  want  of  authority  in  the  clerk 
to  enter  these  judgments.  If  the  plaintiffe  are  permitted  to  re- 
tain them  as  against  the  defendants  not  uniting  in  the  offer, 
they  will  be  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  their  own  wrong  and 
disregard  of  the  well  settled  rules  of  practice,  as  well  as  of  the 
statutory  provisions  under  which  alone  the  court  by  its  clerk 
has  authority  to  take  judgment.  The  moving  party  here  must 
have  commenced  his  action  before  the  service  of  the  process  in 
these  actions,  and  by  the  regular  course  of  practice  obtained 
judgment,  and  yet  if  these  judgments  are  upheld,  these  plain- 
tiffs without  authority  of  law  and  without  the  assent  of  two  of 
the  three  defendants,  will  be  enabled  to  deprive  the  Bank  of 
Central  New- York  of  the  just  reward  of  its  diligence  and  an 
adherence  to  the  practice  of  the  court.  I  do  not  refer  to  the 
omissions  of  Johnson  &  Hotaling  to  move  for  relief ;  they  may 
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have  lost  the  right  by  laches,  but  if  the  judgments  were  en- 
tered without  authority,  they  were  void  bs  against  subsequent 
judgment  creditors,  who  are  not  aflFected  by  the  subsequent  as- 
sent or  waiver  of  the  defendants. 

The  judgment  must  be  set  aside,  with  $10  costs  of  one  mo- 
tion, unless  the  plaintiffi  elect  to  retain  their  judgment  and  exe- 
cutions against  Mason  as  a  several  judgment,  striking  out  the 
name  of  Hotaling  &  Johnson  from  the  judgment  and  the 
docket 


SUPREME  COURT. 

James  C.  Pomroy,  Eli  0.  Dickinson  and  Alexander  W. 
Clark,  The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Excise  of  Cortland 
County  agt  Daniel  J.  Sperry. 

By  the  act  of  1867,  to  suppreeB  intemperance  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxica- 
ting  liq^jgrs,  an  action  brought  to  recover  a  penalty  given  by  said  act,  for  a 
violation  thereof;  should  be  brought  exclusively  in  the  name  of  "  the  board  of 
commissionew  of  excise  "  of  the  county,  tiie  tumes  of  the  oommissionere  should 
not  be  mentioned.  {See  to  the  soTne  ^eet,  TheBoiirdc/  Ckmrnisswrwrs,  cfccairt. 
Doherty,  ante  p.  46,) 
But  where  such  action  was  brought  in  the  names  of  the  oommissionere,  htUd,  on 
the  Wal  at  the  circuit,  that  the  summons  and  pleadings  might  be  amended  by 
striking  out  the  names  of  the  commissioners. 
The  defendant  cannot  object  that  the  action  was  prosecuted  without  the  consent 
of  the  commissionere  of  excise.  The  oommissionere  alone  have  the  riirht  to 
mxike  such  complaint 
Also,  it  is  for  the  oommissionere  to  object,  not  the  defendant,  that  they  had  not 
neglected  to  prosecute  the  defendant,  so  as  to  authorize  other  persons  to  prose- 
cute  him  in  the  name  of  the  board  of  commissionere  of  excise,  pureuant  to 
§40  of  the  act. 

Also,  the  commissionere  have  authority  under  the  act  to  institute  actions,  when- 
ever they  are  satisfied  penalties  have  been  incurred  which  are  recoverable  in 
the  name  of  the  board  of  oommissionere  of  excise. 

Corikmd  Circuit,  June,  1858. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  penalties  for  vioktions 
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by  tbe  defendant  of  the  law  of  1867,  ei^tled,  <<  An  act  to 
suppress  intemperanoe,  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors." 

The  complaint  contained  allegations  that  the  defendant  had 
at  Cincinnatus  in  the  county  of  Cortland,  on  certain  specified 
days,  sold  strong  and  spirituous  liquors  and  wines,  in  quanti- 
ties less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  without  having  a  h'cense 
therefor ;  and  that  he  had  forfeited  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  for 
each  sale. 

The  answer  was,  that  the  commissioners  of  excise  of  Cort- 
land county  had  no  right  to  bring  the  action,  and  that  they  had 
never  authorized  its  institution  in  any  form  or  manner. 

Afljer  the  jury  was  empanneled,  the  defendant's  counsel  ob- 
jected'that  the  action  could  not  be  sustained  in  the  names  of 
the  commissioners  of  excise,  and  that  they  had  no  right  under 
the  law  of  1857,  to  bring  the  action.  The  defendant's  counsel 
then  offered  to  prove  that  the  commissioners  of  excise  had 
never  met  nor  consulted  in  relation  to  bringing  the  action,  and 
that  they  had  never  authorized  any  person  to  institute  it ;  also, 
that  no  complaint  had  been  made  to  them  that  any  provision 
of  the  act  of  1857  had  been  violated  by  the  defendant,  so  as  to 
authorize  any  other  person  than  the  commissioners  to  prose- 
cute him,  under  section  thirty  of  such  act. 
,  The  plaintiffi'  counsel  objected  to  the  evidence  offered. 

Smith  &  Duell,  counsel  for  plamtiffis, 

BouBNJs,  Ballard  &  Hathaway,  counsel Jbr  d^endant 

Balcom,  Justice — ^held,  that  the  cou^missioneTS  of  excise 
ought  not  to  have  been  named  as  plainti£b  in  the  action,  and 
that  the  action  should  have  been  brought  exclusively  in  the 
name  of  **  the  board  of  commissioners  of  excise,"  of  Cortland 
county ;  but  he  said  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  might  amend  the 
summons  and  pleadings  in  the  action  by  striking  out  the  names 
of  the  commissioners,  and  then  the  action  would  stand  solely 
in  the  name  of  "  the  board  of  commissions^  of  excise  of  Cort- 
land county,"  as  plaintiff.    And  he  decided,  upon  the  author* 
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ity  of  fliiB  icase  of  Thayer  and  arioiker,  overseers  of  the  po&r  of'thje 
imn  of  Otsego  agt.  Lewis,  (4  Denio,  269,)  thiat  the  answer  did 
not  contain  any  defence  to  the  action ;  and  said  the  defendant 
oonld  not  object  that  the  action  was  prosecuted  without  the 
consent  of  the  commissioners  of  excise  ]  that  the  commissioners 
alone  had  the  right  to  complain  that  the  action  had  been 
brought  without  their  authority ;  also,  that  it  was  for  the  com- 
missioners to  object  that  they  had  not  neglected  to  prosecute 
the  defendant,  so  as  to  authorize  other  persons  to  prosecute 
him  in  the  name  of  the  board  of  commission«B  of  excise,  pu> 
suant  to  section  thirty  of  the  act  under  which  the  action  wafi 
brought;  And  he  held  that  the  commissioners  had  authority, 
under  such  act,  to  institute  actions  whenever  they  are  satisfied 
penalties  have  been  incurred,  which  are  recoverable  in  the 
name  of  "  the  board  of  commissioners  of  excise."  He  was, 
therefore,  of  the  opinion  the  objections  to  a  recovery  in  this 
action^  were  untenable  5  that  the  evidence  offered  was  inad- 
missible, and  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  in  fiivor  of 
the  plaintiflfe,  for  i|50 ;  and  the  jury  rendered  such  a  verdict 


COUBT  OF  APPEALS. 

Andrew  Thompson,  Administrator  of,  &c.,  Charles  L. 
White,  deceased  agt.  Ann  Bullock  and  Thomas  Eab, 
Administratrix  and  Administrator  of  Robert  BullocEi 
deceased. 

An  order  of  the  supreme  court,  at  general  term,  striking  out  of  a  judgment  Uie 

costs  therein,  is  not  an  appealable  order  to  this  court 
It  is  not  an  order  in  a  proceeding  after  judgment  affirming  the  Judgment,  and 

baaed  upon  and  aasuming  its  validily. 

June  Term^  1868. 
This  action  was  tried  on  the  24th  daj  of  Jane,  1864,  in 
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the  supreme  court,  first  district,  before  Judge  Mitchell, 
(Charles  L.  .White  being  plaintiff,  and  Bobert  Bullock  de- 
fendant,) and  a  verdict  obtained  by  White  of  $8.03.  Judg- 
ment was  entered  thereon,  and  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the 
general  term  of  said  court,  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken 
to  this  court,  and  the  appeal  argued  on  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1867,  and  in  the  following  June  term  of  this  court,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event  {Reported  15  How.  102.) 
Charles  L.  White  died  March  26th,  1857 ;  Bobert  Bullock 
died  April  28th,  1857. 

On  the  29th  of  September,  1867,  this  court  ordered  the 
remittitur  to  bear  date  and  be  entered  as  of  the  first  day  of 
March  term,  1857 ;  and  on  the  2d  day  of  January,  1858,  the 
supreme  court  ordered  the  remittitur  to  be  filed  with  the  clerk 
of  said  court,  and  judgment  to  be  entered  thereon,  bearing 
date  March  24th,  1857,  reversing  the  judgment  theretofore 
entered,  and  directing  a  new  trial,  costs  to  abide  the  event 

On  the  6th  day  of  January,  1858,  the  supreme  court  or- 
dered said  action  to  be  continued  by  and  in  the  name  of  this 
plaintiff  as  administrator  of,  4;c.,  Charles  L.  White,  deceased, 
against  Ann  Bullock,  administratrix,  and  Thomas  Bae,  ad- 
ministrator of,  &c.,  Bobert  Bullock,  deceased,  as  defendants. 

The  costs  down  to  the  time  of  the  order  of  continuance,  and 
disbursements,  had  amounted  to  $466.17. 

The  order  of  continuance,  notice  of  trial,  and  notice  of  ser- 
vice of  future  papers  upon  Piatt,  Gerard  &  Buckley,  were 
served  upon  the  defendants  personaDy,  and  on  Piatt,  Gerard 
k  Buckley. 

On  the  19th  of  January,  1858,  it  was  agreed  to  submit  the 
costs  for  adjustment  to  the  clerk  of  the  supreme  court,  and 
Piatt,  Gerard  &  Buckley  appeared  on  such  adjustment,  and 
the  costs  were  adjusted,  after  which  Bae  refused  to  settle  the 
costs,  and  the  notices  were  served  as  above  mentioned. 

Piatt,  Gerard  &  Buckley  were  the  attorneys  in  the  original 
suit,  are  still  living,  and  no  attorney  has  been  substituted  for 
them  in  the  original  action,  or  as  continued. 
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The  cause  was  brought  to  trial  in  the  February  circuit, 
and  a  verdict  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  costs  taxed  upon  due 
notice  to  Piatt,  Gerard  &  Buckley  on  the  22d  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1858,  and  judgment  entered. 

On  the  6th  of  March,  1858,  the  defendants,  by  Nelson 
Smith,  Esq.,  a  new  attomeyi  obtained  an  order  to  show  cause 
why  the  costs  should  not  be  stricken  out  of  the  judgment, 
and  the  supreme  court  at  special  term,  made  such  order,  May 
6th,  1858,  and  the  supreme  court  at  general  term,  affirmed 
said  order  on  the  14th  of  May,  1858 ;  firom  which  order  the 
appellant  appeals  to  this  court 

Andrew  Thompson,  aUomey  and  counsel  in  person. 

First — ^AU  the  proceedings  of  the  appellant  down  to  and 
entering  his  judgment,  February  22d,  1858,  were  strictly 
regular ;  because — 

1st.  Piatt,  Gerard  &  Buckley  are  living,  and  no  substitu- 
tion of  another  attorney  has  been  made  for  them.  (2  Bev. 
StaU,  287,  §  67.) 

2d.  All  orders  down  to  and  including  the  2d  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1858,  were  orders  of  course,  and  could  have  been  made 
ex  parte.  (2  Bev.  Stat  886  and  887,  §§  1,  2,  8  and  4:]  10 
WendeU,  601 ;  12  iS.  245 ;  8  Bingham,  29 ;  7  (hwen,  281.) 

8d.  The  action  continued,  and  did  not  abate.  {Code,  §  121.) 
And  the  action  continuing,  Piatt,  Gerard  &  Buckley  con- 
tinued the  defendants'  attorneys — ^no  one  being  substituted  in 
their  place,  and  they  being  alive.  There  is  no  mode  adopted 
in  practice,  or  directed  by  statute,  by  which  a  plaintiff  can  get 
dear  of  a  defendant's  attorneys,  as  long  as  the  suit  continues. 

4th.  The  order  of  continuance  of  6th  January,  1858,  was 
regularly  made  on  motion,  and  might  be  made  ex  parte.  (12 
Wend.  245.)  But  if  required  to  be  made  on  notice,  it  was 
properly  made  by  serving  notice  on  Piatt,  Q^rwrd  &  Buckley. 
{Gode,  §  417  ;  6  Dow.  &  By.  884 ;  8  Atk.  720.) 

5th.  The  cases  cited,  showing  that  the  death  of  the  princi- 
pal revokes  the  authority  of  the  attorney,  are  all  cases  of 
attorneys  in  &ct,  and  only  one  cbHer  dictum  can  be  found  in 
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the  books  applied  to  an  attorney  in  a  suit^  and  that  was  made 
in  7th  HouHxrcPs  Practice  Beporis^  81,  in  a  case  where  the  suit 
clearly  abated,  and  the  defendants  were  infants. 

Second, — K  there  has  been  any  irregularity,  the  defendants 
have  waived  the  same,  because— 

1st.  They  have  not  moved  to  set  aside  the  judgment  or  the 
order  continuing  the  action,  and  the  order  appealed  from 
allows  the  judgment  for  damages  to  stand.  (4  Oowen,  91 ; 
5  id.  446 ;  10  Johnson,  486;  10  Wendell,  560;  6  Hill,  17 ;  1 
IWcf*  Prac.  562. 

Third, — ^The  decision  appealed  from  was  made  pursuant  to 
15th  Howard^s  Practice  Reports^  p,  79,  which  decision,  as  well 
as4he  order  appealed  fix)m,  were  erroneous,  because— 

1st.  In  this  case,  it  is  in  conflict  with  the  judgment  of  this 
court  and  the  judgment  or  order  of  the  supreme  court,  made 
in  conformity  therewith,  that  the  costs  of  the  action  should 
abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 

2d.  The  costs  belonged  to  the  action,  and  on  filing  the  r»- 
mittiiur  in  the  supreme  court,  were  as  much  a  part  of  the  debt 
against  the  esl^te  of  Bullock,  as  the  damages.  (2  Pick.  68 ; 
11  id.  889. 

8d.  The  uniform  practice  has  been  to  collect  the  costs  of 
the  previous  proceedings  in  a  judgment  in  the  continued  ac- 
tion.   (5  Ham.  45.) 

4th.  As  to  all  costs  after  6th  January,  1868,  the  defend- 
ants are  bound  to  pay  the  same  out  of  their  intestate's  prop- 
erty, as  well  as  those  that  occurred  prior  to  that  date,  {(hde^ 
§  817.) 

5th.  Section  41,  p.  90,  2d  Eevised  Statutes,  does  not  apply 
to  this  case,  as  erroneously  supposed.  That  section  evidently 
refers  to  suits  commenced  against  executors  or  administrators, 
and  every  decision  heretofore  made  so  applies  it,  and  there 
was  no  law  which  provided  for  the  continuance  of  a  suit 
before  section  121  of  the  Code. 

6th.  If  the  respondents  be  correct  in  claiming  that  this 
daim  should  have  been  presented  to  them  before  the  action 
was  commenced,  they  claim  an  absurdity,  and  in  opposition 
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to  secti<m  121  of  the  Code,  if  tfaej  daim  presentment  before 
the  continuance,  it  was  presented  and  adjusted  and  refused  to 
be  paid. 

7th.  If  15  Howard^  79,  is  to  continue  an  authority,  it  should 
not  be  extended  beyond  the  reasons  of  that  case.  That  was 
an  application  for  an  allowance  and  costs ;  the  allowance  was 
denied  for  a  very  sufficient  reason ;  the  costs  were  refused, 
firom  an  inadvertence  in  quoting  the  4l8t  section  aforesaid  of 
the  Bevised  Statutes,  which  it  is  hoped  the  judge  making  the 
decision,  will  correct  the  first  opportunity. 

The  opinion  given  at  general  term  is  clearly  wide  of  the 
law  and  all  practice. 

Nelson  Sierra,  cUtomey^  and 
Gt.  Dean,  counael/ar  respondents. 

First — The  order  appealed  from  is  not  appealable.  {Sher^ 
man  agt  Fdi^  8  How.  Pr.  425.)  The  insertion  of  the  costs  in 
the  judgment  entered  in  this  action  was  irregular,  because — > 

1st.  They  were  inserted  without  notice  to  the  defendants. 
Messrs.  Piatt,  Gerard  &  Buckley  were  not  the  defendants' 
attorneys.  Notice  to  them  was  a  nullity.  The  only  relation 
that  Messrs.  Piatt,  Gerard  k  Buckley  ever  had  to  the  case, 
was  as  attorneys  for  Bobert  Bullock,  defendants'  intestate. 
That  relation  to  the  action  was  a  mere  incident  to  the  relation 
of  attorney  and  client,  which  expired  by  Bullock's  death  on 
the  28th  of  April,  1857. 

An  aito-ney  is  one  who  acts  for  another,  by  virtue  of  an 
appointment  by  the  latter.     (1  Bauv.  L.  D.  140.) 

The  act  of  the  attorney  is  the  act  of  the  principal,  and 
must  be  in  his  name,  whether  he  be  an  attorney  at  law,  or  in 
&ct.  In  either  case,  the  rule  is  general,  that  the  death  of  the 
principal  determines  the  attorney's  authority.  {Watson  2^ 
King^  4  Camp.  272  ;  Story  on  Agency,  §  448 ;  Hunt  agt  Bous- 
maniersj  8  WJieaton,  174 ;  Putnam  agt.  Van  Buren^  7  How. 
Pr.  85.) 

2d.  Costs  against  administrators  are  not  recoverable,  of 
course,  in  any  case.    A  rule  allowing  them  must  first  be  ob- 
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tained.  {Winne  agt  Van  Schaick,  9  Wend.  448]  Potter  Bgt. 
JEtZj  5  Wend  74 ;  Mulheran^s  Ux'rs  agt  Oilkspie,  12  Wend. 
856.) 

8d.  The  defendants  in  this  action  are  exempted  from  costs 
by  statute,  the  plaintiff  not  having  presented  his  claim,  and 
there  not  having  been  any  unreasonable  delay  or  refusal  to 
refer.  (2  B,  S.  90,  §  41 ;  ith  ed.  275,  §  46 ;  BuUock  agt.  Bo^ 
gardusj  1  Denio,  276;  Nicholson  agt  Showerman^  6  Wend. 
654.) 

The  fact  that  the  action  was  originally  commenced  against 
the  defendants'  intestate,  makes  no  difference.  {McCann  agt 
Bradley 8y  15  How.  Pr.  Rep.  79  ;  Farren  agt.  Caines,  5  Ohio^  45.) 

4th.  Although  by  section  121  of  the  Code,  an  action  may 
be  continued  against  an  administrator,  and  that  too  without 
presenting  the  claim,  or  asking  the  administrator  for  pay- 
ment, or  showing  that  there  are  any  assets  from  which  pay-, 
ment  could  be  enforced,  yet  the  administrator  does  not,  upon 
such  continuance,  eojoy  the  privileges  in  respect  to  such  ac- 
tion that  the  deceased  did.  The  deceased  might  have  put  an 
end  to'  the  action  at  any  moment,  by  paying  the  claim  and 
costs  to  that  time.  Not  so  with  the  administrator;  his  course 
is  marked  out  by  statute,  (2  R.  S.  87,  §§  27,  28,  34,  89,)  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  prohibit,  except  at  the  administrator's 
own  risk,  any  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased,  whether 
in  suit  or  not,  however  just  he  may  know  them  to  be,  iintil 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  in  the  notice  for  claims 
against  the  deceased  to  be  presented ;  until  then,  he  cannot 
know  what  claims  there  are  against  the  deceased  entitled 
to  payment  from  his  assets,  and  cannot  safely  pay  one  dollar 
of  the  deceased's  debts. 

The  administrator  not  having  it  in  his  power  to  put  an  end 
to  such  an  action,  except  by  payment  of  the  claim,  the  estate 
ought  to  be  punished  with  costs  for  the  want  of  that  payment, 
which  is  in  effect  enjoined  by  the  statute.  The  allowance  of 
costs  in  such  case  would  be  contrary  to  the  maxim,  "  that  the 
law  shall  prejudice  no  man." 

This  reasoning  applies  more  particularly  to  the  costs  after 
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the  continuance  of  the  action  against  the  administrator.  But 
it  applies  to  all  the  costs,  as  costs  do  not  vest  from  time  to 
time  as  the  action  proceeds. 

It  is  only  upon  the  recovery  of  judgment,  that  they  are 
allowed  in  any  case.  Until  then,  it  is  not  known  which 
party  will  be  entitled  to  costs,  and  the  state  of  the  law  as  to 
costs,  at  the  date  of  the  judgment  controls.  (16  How.  iV. 
i?.  79.) 

6th.  The  statute  exempting  executors  and  administrators 
from  costs  is  remedial  in  its  nature,  and  therefore  to  be  liber- 
ally construed.  {Sedgwick  on  Siat  and  Con.  L,  869.)  While 
statutes  giving  costs  are  regarded  as  inflicting  a  kind  of  pen- 
alty, and  to  be  construed  strictly.  {Cone  agt.  Bowles^  1  SaVc. 
i2.205.) 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  court — ^Pratt,  Judge.  The  order  of  the  court  be- 
low striking  out  the  plaintiff's  costs  in  this  case,  is  clearly  not 
appealable  to  this  court. 

It  is  claimed  on  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  it  is  a  final  order 
in  a  summary  application  after  judgment,  and  affecting  a 
substantial  right.  "We  think  that  the  plaintiff's  counsel  is 
mistaken  in  assuming  that  this  order  comes  under  the  provi- 
sion of  the  Code.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this  court, 
that  the  final  order  referred  to  in  that  provision  of  the  Code, 
is  a  final  order  in  proceedings  based  upon  the  judgment,  and 
assuming  its  validity — such  as  an  application  of  a  judgment 
creditor  for  the  surplus  money  arising  upon  the  sale  of  mort- 
gaged premises  upon  foreclosure.  {Sherinan  agt.  Phelps^  2 
Ccmist  186 ;  Dunlap  agt.  Edwards^  3  id.  341 ;  Humphrey  agt. 
Chamberlain^  1  Kern.  274.)  The  motion  in  this  case  was 
made  in  the  court  below  upon  allegations  of  irregularity, 
which  went  to  the  validity  of  a  portion  of  the  judgment  itself 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  supreme  court  has  decided  that 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs.  That  court  may  have 
only  decided  that  the  proceedings  of  the  plaintiff,  in  procur- 
ing the  adj  ustment  of  his  costs,  were  irregular.    At  aU  eventS| 
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an  order  striking  out  of  the  judgment  the  costs,  la  not  an  or- 
der in  a  proceeding  after  judgment  affirming  its  regularity 
and  validity,  and  is  therefore  not  appealable  within  the  cajses 
above  cited. 
Appeal  dismissed. 


SUPEEME  COUBT. 


Philip  French  and  Chbistopheb  Heihbb  ogL  The  Mayos^ 
Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New- York. 

Ab  between  landlord  and  tenant)  or  lessor  and  lessee,  the  word  "  improvanenUf" 
has  a  more  oomprehensiye  meaning  than  the  word  '^flxtureBy*'  and  includes 
the  latter. 

Therefore,  where  the  lessee  coyenanted  in  the  leaae  of  OasUe  Garden,  N.  T.,  at 
the  expiration  thereof  to  quit  and  surrender  to  the  lessors  the  premises,  "and 
all  the  improvements  that  may  haye  been  placed  thereon  hj  the ''  lessees, 
"  which  improyements  are  to  belong  to  the  "  lessors,  fto.  Sdd,  that  such 
coyenant  included  "  gaa  pipes^  burner^  gas  ladden,  gas  meters,  lumber  in  hat 
room,  batten  doors,  hinges  and  locks^  floor  of  stage,  huge  glass  case,  bendiea 
in  gallery,  benches  under  gallery,  upholstered  wood  work,  and  canyaas  con- 
Cftttuting  the  stage,  gas  pendant,  under  gallery,  picket  fence  on  the  bridge 
leading  to  the  garden,  sheds  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  building, 
fixtures  and  ticket  ofBloe,  board  fence  on  tiie  north  side  of  the  building.*' 

General  Term,  July,  1858. 

On  the  28th  of  March,  1848,  defendants  leased  to  the  plain- 
tifl&  the  premises  known  as  "  Castle  Garden,"  for  eleven  years 
fifom  May  lst>  1843. 

The  lease  contained  this  clanse : — "  And  that  on  the  last  day 
of  the  said  term,  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  estate 
hereby  granted — ^the  said  parties  of  the  second  part,  their 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  shall  and  will  quit  and 
surrender  unto  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part,  their  success- 
ors or  assigDS,  the  premises  hereby  demised,  and  all  the  im- 
provements that  may  have  been  placed  thereon  by  the  said 
parties  of  the  second  part,  their  executors,  administrators  or 
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aasignsy  which  improyements  are  to  belong  to  the  said  partietf 
of  the  first  part,  iheir  suocesaois  or  assigns,  and  all  of  which 
are  to  be  so  surrendered  up  in  as  good  state  and  condition  as 
reasonable  use  and  wear  thereof  will  permit,  diunages  hy  the 
elements  excepted." 

May  1st,  1854^  the  term  of  the  plaintifb  under  the  lease 
aforesaid  expired. 

Before  the  expiration  of  their  term,  the  plaintiffi  began  to 
remove  "  gas  pipes,  bumexs^  gas  ladders,  and  two  large  and 
one  small  meters,  lumber  in  hat  room,  fifteen  batten  doors, 
hinges  and  locks,  floor  of  stage,  large  glass  case,  benches  in 
gallery,  benches  under  gallery,  upholstered  wood-work  and 
canvass  constituting  the  stage,  gas  pendant,  under  gallery, 
picket  fence  on  the  bridge  leading  to  the  garden,  sheds  on  the 
north  and  south  sides  of  the  building,  fixtures  and  ticket  office, 
board  fence  on  the  north  side  of  the  building," 

An  injunction  was  obtained  by  defendants,  April  15, 1854, 
restraining  the  plaintiffs  from  removing  or  displacing  any  of 
these  articles.  The  action  was  subsequently  discontinued, 
and  this  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  gas  pipes,  burners,  &c.,  above  mentioned.  The 
complaint  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  wrongfully  taken 
and  retained  the  said  property. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Judge  Da  vies,  at  the  January 
circuit  in  1857,  and  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plainti£&  for 
$4^431.26,  subject  to.  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Wm.  M,  Evarts  and  R.  H.  Bowne,  for  plaintiffs. 
BiCHABD  BusTSED  and  A.  R.  Lawrence,  Jr.,  for  de- 
fendants. 

By  the  court — Davies,  Justice.  The  question  in  this  case 
is  not.  what  are  fixtures  which  a  tenant  is  at  liberty  to  remove 
on  the  expiration  of  his  lease?  but  what  did  the  lessees  cov- 
enant with  the  lessors  they  would  surrender  and  sujBfer  to  re- 
main on  the  demised  premises  on  the  termination  of  the  lease  ? 

The  covenants  of  the  lease  are,  that  on  the  last  day  of  the 
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term  the  lessees  will  surrender  the  demised  premises,  "  and 
all  the  improvements  that  may  have  been  placed  thereon  by 
the  said  parties  of  the  second  part"  (the  lessees) ;  "  and  which 
improvements  are  to  belong  to  the  said  parties  of  the  first 
part"  (the  lessors),  "  and  all  of  which  are  to  be  surrendered  up 
in  as  good  state  and  condition  as  reasonable  use  and  wear 
thereof  will  permit,  damages  by  the  elements  excepted." 

The  terms  of  the  lease  are,  therefore,  very  broad,  and 
would  seem  to  comprehend  all  and  every  erection,  improve- 
meot  or  addition  made,  put  or  erected  upon  said  premises 
during  the  continuance  of  the  lease.  It  was  manifestly  in 
contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  lease,  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing it,  that  extensive  improvements,  changes  or  alterations 
were  to  be  made  by  the  lessees  to  adapt  the  demised  premises 
to  such  uses  and  purposes  as  they  might  wish  to  put  them  to, 
and  that  these  alterations  and  improvements  were  to  be  made 
at  the  expense  of  the  lessees. 

The  lessors  consented  to  such  alterations  and  improve- 
ments, on  condition  that  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease  they 
were  to  belong  and  become  the  property  of  the  lessors ;  and 
the  lessees,  in  consideration  of  such  permission  to  make  alter- 
ations, repairs  and  improvements,  on  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  to  surrender  them  up  in  as  good  state  and  condition  as 
reasonable  use  and  w^ear  thereof  would  permit. 

The  covenant  is  to  surrender  aU  the  improvements  that 
may  have  been  placed  thereon.  Improvements,  clearly,  in 
the  lease  here  used,  embrace  every  addition,  alteration,  erec- 
tion or  annexation  made  by  the  lessees  during  the  demised 
term,  to  render  the  premises  more  available  and  profitable, 
or  useful  and  convenient  to  them.  It  is  a  more  comprehen- 
sive word  than  "  fixtures,"  and  necessarily  includes  it,  and 
such  additions  as  the  law  might  not  regard  as  fixtures.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  select  a  more  comprehensive  word ;  and 
where  the  parties  say  that  all  improvements  which  may  be 
placed  on  the  premises  shall  belong  to  the  lessors,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  say  what,  if  anything,  would  be  excluded. 

Such,  we  think,  is  the  view  taken  by  the  common  pleas  of 
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England  in  a  case  not  dissimilar  to  the  present.     {West  agt 
Blakeway^  2  Manning  A  Granger,  727. 

In  that  case  the  tenant  had  covenanted  to  yield  up  at  the 
expiration  of  his  term,  all  erections  and  improvements  erected, 
made,  or  set  up  during  the  term ;  and  it  was  held  that  this 
covenant  was  broken  by  the  removal  of  the  sashes  and  frame- 
work of  a  green-house  erected  during  the  term,  the  frame- 
work of  which  was  laid  upon  walls  built  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  it,  and  embedded  in  mortar  thereon. 

The  judges  thought  the  parties  bad  purposely  adopted  the 
words." erections  and  improvements"  for  the  very  purpose  of 
avoiding  all  discussions  as  to  what  might  be  considered  as 
coming  within  the  description  of  a  fixture. 

It  is  very  apparent  that  the  court,  in  this  case,  did  not  place 
their  judgment  on  the  assumption  that  the  green-house  was  a 
fixture,  but  on  the  covenant  to  surrender  all  erections  and 
improvements,  and  that  those  words  were  more  comprehen- 
sive than  fixtures. 

We  think  the  parties  in  this  case  intended,  the  one  to  sur- 
render, and  the  other  to  receive  and  accept  at  the  termination 
of  the  lease,  all  the  improvements  which  should  be  placed 
thereon  by  the  tenants  during  the  lease,  and  that  such  im- 
provements embraced  all  additions,  erections  or  alterations 
made  by  the  tenants  during  the  term,  and  such  as  were  used 
by  them  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  lease. 

On  its  expiration,  they  become  the  property  of  the  lessors, 
and  they  had  a  right  to  retain  them. 

It  is  difficult  to  see  upon  the  principles  here  enunciated,  that 
any  of  the  articles  enumerated  in  the  complaint  in  this  action, 
are  not  embraced  in  the  covenants  of  the  plaintiflFs  to  surren- 
der them.  If  any  of  them  are  not,  then  the  plaintiff  will  be 
entitled  to  recover  for  such,  and  such  only. 

A  new  trial  must  be  had,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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Eliza  Conollt,  appellant  agt.  Charles  P.  Conolly  and 

others. 


To  entitle  a  ttarty  appellant  to  review  any  que0tions»  either  of  fact  or  of  law, 
arising  upon  the  trial,  or  upon  the  decision,  where  the  action  is  tjied  by  the 
court  without  a  jury,  or  by  a  referee^  a  com  or  excepHons^  which  is  the  same 
thing  under  the  Code^  regularly  settled  and  filed,  and  made  a  part  of  ibe  pa- 
pers presented  to  the  court,  is  indispensable^ 

A  judgment  record  is  not  a  case^  nor  a  bill  of  exceptions,  unless  a  case  or  ex- 
ceptions has  been  made  and  settled,  and  made  a  part  of  it 

The  exceptions  which  properly  constitute  a  part  of  the  judgment  roll,  according 
to  section  281  of  the  Code,  are  tixe  case  or  exceptions  provided  for  by  section 
268 ;  and  these  exceptions  alter  they  are  made,  are  to  be  settled  and  filed 
within  ten  days  after  settlement 

In  this  case,  the  only  paper  served  by  the  attorney  for  the  af^Uant,  upon  the 
respondent's  attorney,  after  the  notice  of  judgment,  and  before  the  service  of 
the  printed  papers,  was  a  noike  of  the  exceptions  taken  by  the  appellant  to  the 
conclusions  of  law,  of  the  referee,  upon  the  &cts  found  by  him.  And  the 
printed  papers  were  simply  the  papers  which  oomposed  the  judgment  record, 
and  nothing  else ;  with  the  addition  of  the  notice  of  exceptions  served  as  be- 
fore stated. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellant  insisted  that  inasmuch  as  the  facts^ound  by  the 
referee,  and  the  conclusions  of  law  thereon,  and  the  attorney's  notice  of  ex- 
ceptions, all  appeared  in  the  reoord,  he  had  a  right  to  review  the  judgment 
upon  those  exceptions,  the  same  as  though  a  case  or  exceptions  had  been 
made  and  settled,  and  formed  part  of  the  record.  EeH  that  in  this,  the  coun- 
sel for  the  appellant  was  mistaken. 

But  it  does  not  follow  that  such  an  appeal  should  be  dismissed.  The  appellant 
however,  in  such  case,  is  confined  to  errors  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the 
record  strictly,  without  reference  to  matters  arising  upon,  or  after  the  tria], 
and  which  properly  belong  to  a  case  or  exceptiona 

R  seemSj  the  court  of  appeals  do  not  hold  that  an  appeal  cannot  be  maintained, 
unless  a  case  or  exceptions  has  been  made. 


Seventh  Jvdidal  District,  General  Term,  June^  1858. 

Present,  Welles,  Smith. and  Johnson,  Justices. 

Motion  to  dismiss  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  no  case  or 
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txceptiona  has  been  proposed  or  settlei    Cause  tried  before 
referee.    The  fiwts  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

A.  M.  BiSQSAMj  for  motion, 
R  R  WiSNER,  opposed 

By  the  court — Johnson,  Justice.  The  aflBidavit,  on  the 
part  of  the  respondents,  shows  that  no  case  has  been  proposed 
or  served  by  the  appellant,  upon  the  appeal,  and  that  none 
has  been  made,  or  settled  in  any  manner,  and  that  the  only 
paper  served  by  the  attorney  for  the  appellant,  upon  the 
respondent's  attorney,  since  the  notice  of  judgment^  and 
before  the  service  of  the  printed  papers,  was  a  notice  of  the 
exceptions,  taken  by  the  appellant  to  the  conclusions  of  law 
of  the  referee,  upon  the  fecta  found  by  him.  The  papers  on 
which  the  plaintiff  proposes  to  review  the  conclusions  of  law, 
have  been  printed  and  served,  and  are,  by  consent,  made  part 
of  the  papers  upon  this  motion.  They  are  simply  the  papers 
which  compose  the  judgment  record  and  nothing  else ;  with 
the  addition  of  the  notice  of  exceptions  served  by  the  appel- 
lant's attorney,  which  is  printed  with  the  other  papers.  "Whe- 
ther this  notice  was  incorporated  in  the  record  as  one  of  the 
papers  of  which  it  is  composed,  or  was  attached  by  the  ap- 
pellant's attorney,  and  printed  for  the  purpose  of  presenting 
grounds  for  review,  does  not  distinctly  appear,  I  infer, 
however,  that  it  was  originally  put  in  with  the  papers, 
to  make  up  the  record,  by  the  respondent's  attorney,  as  the 
certificate  of  the  clerk  appears  at  the  end  of  the  printed  par 
pera,  certifying  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  copy  of  the  orig* 
inal  judgment  roll,  and  of  the  whole  of  such  original.  So 
that  we  have  only  the  judgment  record,  on  which  it  is  pro- 
posed to  review  the  conclusions^  of  law,  as  upon  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions. The  counsel  for  the  appellant  insists  that  inas- 
much as  the  facts  found  by  the  referee,  and  the  conclusions  of 
law  thereon,  and  the  attorney's  notice  of  exceptions,  all  i^ 
pear  in  the  record,  he  has  the  right  to  review  the  judgment 
upon  those  exceptions,  the  same  as  though  a  case  or  exoep- 
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tions  had  been  made  and  settled,  and  formed  part  of  the 
record.  In  this,  the  counsel  for  appellant  is  clearly  in  error. 
No  questions  whether  of  jEwt  or  of  law,  arising  upon  the 
trial,  or  upon  the  final  decision,  which  is  only  a  part  of  the 
trial,  can  be  reviewed,  except  upon  a  case  or  exceptions  made 
and  settled  according  to  the  established  practice.  Exceptions 
to  the  conclusions  of  law  after  the  decision,  must  be  made 
and  inserted  as  a  part  of  the  case  or  exceptions,  and  cannot 
be  raised  or  argued,  upon  review,  in  any  other  manner. 
{Code,  §§  268,  272  ;  Hunt  agt.  Bloomer,  8  Kern.  341 ;  Johnson 
agt.  Whiilock,  id.  844 ;  Smith  agt.  Grant,  15  K  Y.  R.  590 ; 
Oils  agt.  Spencer,  15  How.  Pt.  R.  426.)  It  was  never  heard  in 
practice,  that  exceptions  taken  to  the  rulings  and  decisions  of 
courts,  could  be  heard  upon  a  writ  of  error,  or  on  appeal, 
•vhich  brought  up  the  record  of  the  judgment  only.  A  judg- 
ment record  is  not  a  case  nor  a  bill  of  exceptions,  unless  a 
^aseor  exceptions  has  been  made  and  settled,  and  made  part 
jof  it  The  notice  of  exceptions  to  the  conclusions  of  law 
which  appear  as  part  of  the  record  in  the  printed  papers,  is 
j)roperly  no  part  of  the  judgment  record,  and  ought  not  to  be 
.there.  It  is  a  mere  notice,  and  has  no  place  in  the  record, 
^auy  more  than  the  notice  of  trial,  or  of  judgment  after  the  trial 
The  exceptions  or  case  which  properly  constitute  a  part  of 
.the  judgment  roll,  according  to  section  281  of  the  Code,  are 
the  case  or  exceptions  provided  for  by  section  268.  And 
rthese  exceptions,  after  they  are  made,  are  to  be  settled  and 
.filed  within  ten  days  after  settlement.  {Rule  17.)  When 
.settled  and  filed  according  to  the  practice,  they  then  are  prop- 
.erly  attached  to  the  record,  and  form  part  of  it,  and  not  before. 
A  mere  notice  that  a  party  excepts  to  a  decision,  unless  served 
:aS'part  of  a  case,  or  exceptions  with  a  view  of  having  such 
case  or  exceptions  settled,  is  a  mere  idle  ceremony,  and  can 
.form  no  foundation  for  any  future  proceedings  or  objection. 
This  practice  is  now  so  well  settled  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
that  if  we  had  afti  dpubts  as  to  its  propriety,  we  should  not 
•hesitate  to  adopt  it  It  would  be  great  injustice  to  permit  an 
appellant  to  come  here  and  review  a  judgment  upon  excep- 
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tionS|  without  a  case  or  exceptions  made  and  settled,  upon  a 
simple  judgment  roll,  upon  which  his  adversary  would  not  be 
heard  in  the  court  of  appeals,  to  review  questions  of  law 
decided  here.  The  Code  prescribes  that  questions,  whether 
of  fact  or  of  law,  arising  upon  the  trial,  can  only  be  reviewed 
upon  a  case  or  exceptions.  {Code,  §  268.)  We  must  hold, 
therefore,  that  to  entitle  a  party  appellant  to  review  any  ques- 
tion, either  of  fact  or  of  law,  arising  upon  the  trial,  or  upon 
the  decision,  where  the  action  is  tried  by  the  court  without 
a  jury,  or  by  a  referee,  a  case  or  exceptions,  which  is  the 
same  thing  under  the  Code,  regularly  settled  and  filed,  and 
made  a  part  of  the  papers  presented  to  the  court,  is  indispen- 
sable. 

We  have,  heretofore,  I  believe,  in  a  very  few  cases,  reviewed 
a  judgment  upon  the  judgment  record  alone,  and  reversed  for 
errors  in  the  conclusions  of  law,  from  the  facts  found  by  a 
referee,  where  such  record  contained  the  report  of  the  referee 
of  the  facts  found  by  him,  and  his  conclusions  of  law  thereon, 
together  with  the  exceptions  taken  by  the  appellant,  to  such 
conclusions  of  law.  Though  generally,  in  such  cases,  the 
report  of  the  referee,  and  the  exceptions,  have  been  treated 
by  the  parties  as  a  case  or  exceptions,  within  the  provision 
of  the  Code,  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  errors  of  law  in  the 
final  decision  merely. 

But  whatever  may  have  been  our  practice  in  particular  in- 
stances heretofore,  if  it  has  been  erroneous,  it  is  time  it  should 
be  corrected,  so  as  to  conform  to  that  of  the  court  of  appeals. 

It  is  quite  obvious,  that  it  is  impossible  to  review  questions 
of  fact  or  of  law,  arising  during  the  course  of  a  trial,  without 
a  case  or  exceptions,  as  without  that,  the  court  would  have 
no  hfetory,  and  could  have  no  knowledge  of  the  course  of  the 
trial,  nor  of  the  questions  arising  during  its  progress. 

The  court  of  appeals  have  obviously  regarded  questions  of 
law,  arising  upon  exceptions  to  the  final  decision,  as  questions 
arising  upon  the  trial,  and  thus  brought  within  the  provision 
of  section  268  of  the  Code. 

An  ordinary  judgment  roll,  furnishes  no  information  of 
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what  took  place  upon  the  trial  That  is  not  its  office.  It 
does  not  state  when  the  trial  was  had,  nor  any  of  its  inci- 
dents, and  it  is  only  by  inference  that  we  learn  Srom  it  that 
there  has  been  a  trial 

It  does  not  follow  from  this,  howeyer,  as  I  think,  that  the 
appeal  should  be  dismissed.  The  right  to  bring  or  to  main- 
tain an  appeal,  does  not  depend  upon  the  parties  making  a 
case  or  exceptions.  The  only  consequence  of  neglecting  to 
make  a  case  or  exceptions  is,  that  the  appellant  thus  situated, 
loses  the  right  of  reviewing  any  questions  which  were  the 
subject  ot  objection  and  exception,  leaving  his  case  to  stand 
upon  the  record  proper  alone.  {Brotvn  agt.  Heacock^  9  How. 
Pr.  B.  846;  8  Abb.  Pr.  E.  115;  4  id.  809.)  He  is  confined 
to  errors  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  record  strictly,  with- 
out reference  to  matters  arising  upon,  or  after  the  trial,  and 
which  properly  belong  to  a  case  or  exceptions.  I  do  not 
understand  the  court  of  appeals  to  have  held,  that  an  appeal 
cannot  be  maintained,  unless  a  case  or  exceptions  has  been 
made.    The  motion  must^  therefore,  be  denied. 


SUPEEME  COTJET. 

BoBERT  Handley  agt  The  Mator,  Aldermen  and  Com- 
monalty of  the  City  of  New- York. 

A  common  law  certiorari^  is  tho  appropriate  remedy  to  review  the  prooeedings 
of  a  municipal  corporation  in  prosecuting  a  local  improvement^  or  in  assea^g 
or  collecting  the  means  to  complete  it.  * 

Where  there  exists  no  other  reason  than  the  alleged  invalidity  of  audi  proceed- 
ings,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  assume  jurisdiction  to  review  them. 

New '  York  Special  Term^  May^  1858. 
The  plaintiff  averred  in  his  complaint,  that  he  was  tho 
owner  of  ten  lots  of  ground  on  the  south  side  of  Kfty-fiffh 
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str^l^.  west  of  the  Eleventh  avenue,  and  of  six  other  lots  on 
the  southerly  side  thereof  also  west  of  the  l^leventh  avenue ; 
that  on  the  4th. of  January,  1850,  an  ordinance  was  passed 
by  the  defendants,  directing  that  Fifty-fifth  street,  \  from 
Tenth  avenue  to  the  Hudson  river,  be  reflated  and  graded 
under  direction  of  the  street  commissioner.  The  complaint 
also  averred  that  assessors  were  appointed  io  estimate  the  ex- 
pense of  said  improvement  and  to  make  an  assessment  ^'  upon 
the  owners  and  occupants  of  the  houses  and  lots  benefited 
thereby."  The  street  was  regulated  and  graded  by  the  street 
commissioner,  and  an  assessment  was  made,  which  was  duly 
confirmed  by  the  common  council. 

It  was  then  alleged  that  each  of  the  plaintiff's  lots,  were 
assessed  at  more  than  om-halfo(  their  value  as  estimated  by 
the  assessors  for  ihe  ward  in  which  the  lots  'v^ere  situated. 
That  such  assessment  was  an  apparent  lien  upon  the  plaintiff's 
property,  and  a  cloud  upon  his  title.  That  such  assessment 
was  illegal  and  void ;  but  the  defendants  were  about  to  sell 
the  premises  assessed,  to  satisfy  said  assessment.  Plaintiff  de- 
manded an  injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  selling 
the  premises,  &c.,  and  prayed  that  the  assessment  mig^t  be 
cancelled. 

Demurrer  by  defendants,  for  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  that  the  complaint  did 
not  state  &cts,  &c. 

J.  B.  FLANEGAN,j6r^Zamfejjf. 

A.  B.  Lawrence,  Jb^,  for  defendants. 

Clebxe,  Justice.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  assume  juris- 
diction to  review  the  proceedings  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
in  prosecuting  a  local  improvement,  or  in  assessing  or  collect- 
ing the  means  to  complete  it,  if  there  exists  no  other  reason 
for  its  interposition  than  the  alleged,  invalidity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. 

The  conunon  law  writ  of  certiorari  ia  the  appropriate  remedy 
in  cases  of  this  nature ;  and  it  is  lio  reason  for  granting  the 
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remedy  prayed  for  in  this  action,  that  the  defects  of  which 
the  plaintiff  complains,  in  the  defendants'  proceeding,  do  not 
appear  upon  the  record ;  that  they  can  only  be  substantiated 
by  extrinsic  proof;  and  therefore,  that  the  objection  coidd 
not  be  raised  on  a  certiorari.  {Ma<x  agt.  The  Trustees  of  the 
Village  ofNewburgh^  15  How.  Pr.  R.  161. 
Judgment  for  defendants  on  demurrer,  with  costs. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

Charles  H.  Green  agt.  The  Hudson  River  Railroad 

Company. 

The  oommon  law  role  declares  that  the  mere  death  of  a  Iwma/a  being  cannot  be 
complained  of  as  a  oivU  injury^  to  be  compensated  in  damages.  The  reason  of 
the  role  is,  acUo  persondUa  moritur  cwn  persona. 

ffdd,  that  an  action  at  common  law  by  a  husband  for  the  loss  of  his  wife|  by  the 
careless  and  negligent  act  of  a  third  par^,  (a  common  carrier,)  can  only  be 
sustained  where  some  period  intervened  between  the  time  of  the  injury,  and 
the  time  of  dissolution,  during  which  he  could  be  said  to  have  suffered  the 
loss  of  her  service  and  society,  and  incurred  expense,  and  underwent  anxiety 
and  distress  upon  her  account 

Where  death  is  the  concomitant  of  the  oollimon,  and  life  departs  at  the  instant 
the  shock  is  received,  no  action  for  loss  of  service  can  be  sustained,  because 
there  is  no  time  during  her  life  when  it  can  be  said  that  the  husband  has  lost 
the  service  and  society  of  his  wife,  in  consequence  of  the  ii^ury  complained  o£ 

Oneida  Special  Term,  June,  1858. 

Demurrer  to  complaiiit.    The  &c^  will  appear  in  the' 
opinion. 

M.  S.  Miller,  Jbr  plaintiff , 
T.  M.  North, /or  defendant 

Bacon,  Justice.    The  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  the  hus- 
band of  Eliza  Green,  who  lost  her  life  on  the  9th  day  of 
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January,  1856,  by  a  coUiaion  of  the  cars  on  the  defendant's 
railroad.  The  complainant  avers  that  the  deceased  became  a 
passenger  on  the  train  from  Albany  to  New- York,  imder  the 
nsual  engagement  to  be  safely  carried,  and  that  by  the  gross 
carelessness  and  nnskillfulness  of  the  de^dant's  agents,  a 
collision  occurred,  by  means  of  which  the  said  Eliza  "  was 
then  and  there  killed."  The  plaintiff  then  avers,  that  as  the 
husband  of  the  deceased,  he  has  lost  and  been  deprived  of  the 
comfort,  benefit  and  assistance  of  his  said  wife,  in  his  domes- 
tic affairs,  which  he  might,  and  otherwise  would  have  had,  to 
his  damage  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars.  To  this  complaint,  the 
defendant  interposes  a  demurrer  that  it  does  not  state  facts 
sufiicient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  afld  that  several  causes  of  action  are  improperly 
united.  • 

The  case  as  thus  stated,  presents  the  naked  question,  whe- 
ther at  common  law,  a  husband  can  maintain  an  action  for  an 
injury  to  his  wife,  where  the  effect  is  her  instantaneous  death, 
as  is  conceded  to  have  been  the  feet  in  this  case.  I  should 
hardly  have  deemed  the  point  one  that  was  susceptible  of 
much  discussion ;  but  the  question  has  been  seriously  pre- 
sented by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  sustained  by  an  argu- 
ment of  veiy  considerable  force  and  ingenuity.  If  this  ques- 
tion were  noV  for  the  first  time  agitated,  I  should  concede 
that  there  is  great  plausibility,  at  least,  in  many  of  the  views 
taken  by  the  counsel,  and  go  far  to  uphold  the  right  to  recover 
for  an  injury  that  strikes  the  mind  as  one  of  the  most  serious 
and  painfril  to  wliich  we  can  be  subjected,  and  which,  in  this 
particular  case,  was  attended  by  the  loss  of  a  life  iot  which 
no  amount  of  pecuniary  compensation  can  atone.  The  coun- 
sel for  the  plaintiff  insists  that  this  action  can  be  maintained 
upon  the  broad  principle  that  there  can  be  no  wrong  without 
an  appropriate  remedy ;  that  the  maxim  applicable  to  per- 
sonal injuries,  of  the  non-liability  of  the  wrongdoer  upon  the 
supervening  death  of  the  sufferer,  has  no  relevancy  to  this 
case,  and  as  the  act  of  defendant  did  not  amount  to  a  felony, 
the  civil  remedy  is  in  no  respect  lost  or  impaired. 
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But  I  suppose  the  question  has  been  too  long  settled,  both 
in  England  and  in  this  country,  to  be  disturbed ;  and  that  it 
would  savor  somewhat  more  of  judicial  Knight-errantry  than 
of  legal  prudence,  to  attempt  to  unsettle  what  has  been  deemed 
at  rest  more  than*wo  hundred  and  fifty  years.  One  of  the 
earliest  cases  in  the  books  is  Higgins  agt  Butcher^  which  arose 
in  the  time  of  James  the  First,  about  the  year  1600,  and  is  re- 
ported in  Brownhw  and  also  in  YelverUm^  and  cited  in  Hoy 
with  approbation.  The  case  is  reported  in  YelverioUj  89  and 
90,  as  follows :  "  The  plaintiff  declared  that  the  defendant 
assaulted,  and  beat  one  A.,  his  wife,  on  such  a  day,  of  which 
she  died  such  a  day  following,  to  his  damage,  &c."  And  it 
was  moved  by  Foster  Sergeant,  that  the  declaration  was  not 
good,  because  it  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  for  beating  his 
wife,  and  that  being  a  personal  tort  to  the  wife,  is  now  dead 
with  the  wife,  and  if  the  wife  had  been  alive,  he  could  not^ 
without  his  wife,  have  this  action ;  for  damages  shall  be  given 
for  the  tort  offered  to  the  body  of  his  wife,  quod  fait  concessum?^ 

In  a  note  to  this  case,  in  YelverUm^  it  is  said  that  as  the 
action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  to  the 
wife,  it  is  very  clear  that  it  could,  not  be  supported,  and  to 
this  effect  the  case  of  Smith  agt  Sykes^  (1  Freem.  224,)  is  cited. 

The  next  case  in  the  books  did  not  occur,  so  ^r  as  I  can 
discover,  until  1808,  and  arose  before  Lord  Ellenborough  at 
nisipriua.  It  is  the  case  of  Baker  agt.  BoUon  et  aLj  (1  Oomp. 
493.)  The  action  was  brought  against  defendants  as  proprie- 
tors of  a  stage  coach,  on  the  top  of  which  the  plaintiff  and 
his  late  wife  were  travelling  from  Portsmouth  to  London,  when 
it  was  overturned,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  bruised,  and 
his  wife  so  severely  injured,  that  she  died  about  a  month  after. 
The  declaration,  among  other  things,  stated  that  "by  means 
of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  had  wholly  lost,  and  been  de- 
prived of  the  comfort,  fellowship  and  assistance  of  his  said 
wife ;  had  suffered  great  grief  and  vexation  of  mind.  Lord 
Ellenborough  instructed  the  jury  that  they  could  only  take 
into  consideration  the  bruises  inflicted  on  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  loss  of  his  wife's  society,  and  the  distress  of  mind  he  had 
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gnffeTed  on  her  account  from  the  time  of  the  accident  till  the 
moment  of  dissolution.  "In  a  civil  court,"  he  adds,  "the 
death  of  a  human  beiug  could  not  be  complained  of  as  an  in- 
jury." In  a  note,  probably  of  the  reporter,  at  the  foot  of  this 
case,  it  is  said :  "  quere^  if  the  wife  be  killed  on  the  spot,  is 
this  to  be  considered  damnum  absque  injuria  f"  And  clearly 
it  must  be  so  on  the  principle  announced  in  the  decision. 

The  doctrine  thus  laid  down  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  has  not 
been  questioned  in  England  from  that  day  to  this,  as  a  princi- 
ple of  the  common  law.  It  is  true,  the  decision  was  made  at 
nisipriTis,  but  it  has  the  sanction  of  the  great  name  of  Lord 
Ellenborotth,  and  having  been  followed  ever  since  without 
dissent  in  England,  has  the  authority  of  a  case  decided  in 
Banco  Regis. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  suggests,  and,  indeed,  strongly 
insist?,  that  the  principle  thus  adjudged  arose  out  of  a  pecu- 
liarity of  the  feudal  law,  which  would  not  allow  a  prosecution 
for  a  civil  injury,  where  the  act  amounted  to  a  felony.  The 
reason  for  this  is  said  to  be,  that  the  crime  worked  not  only  a 
forfeiture  of  the  feudatory's  grant,  but  extended  also  to  his  per- 
sonal estate,  and  the  felon  being  also  liable  to  be  capitally  pirn- 
ished,  there  would  thus  nothing  be  left  to  satisfy  the  pri- 
vate demand.  This  reasoning  is  somewhat  recondite,  and 
certainly  has  very  little  application  at  the  present  day.  It  is 
indeed,  said  in  the  case  in  TelverUm^  above  cited,  by  one  of  the 
justices,  that  if  a  man's  servant  is  beaten  so  that  he  dies,  the 
master  shall  not  have  an  action  against  the  wrongdoer  for  the 
battery,  because  the  servant  dying,  it  has  now  become  an 
offence  to  the  crown,  being  connected  with  a  felony,  and  that 
drowns  the  particular  offence  and  private  wrong,  and  the 
action  is  thereby  lost.  And  to  this,  it  is  said,  the  other 
justices  agreed.  If  this  could  be  deemed  law  two  hundred  and 
fifty  years  ago,  it  is  not  now  to  the  ftdl  extent  of  the  doctrine 
thus  laid  down,  for  nothing  is  clearer  than  that  in  England  the 
civil  remedy  is  not  gone  by  reason  of  the  criminal  offence,  for 
repeated  adjudications  have  settled  the  rule,  that  afl»r  a  trial 
and  conviction  upon  an  indictment  for  a  felony,  the  party  is 
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liable  to  a  ciyil  suit  for  the  injury  he  has  occasioned,  as  he  aba 
is  where  he  is  acquitted,  unless  the  acquittal  was  procured  by 
fraud.  {See  Latch,  144;  1  Hale's  P.  G.  646 ;  Oroshy  &  Ixmg, 
12  East,  409.)  The  offender  raust  first  be  brought  before  the 
criminal  tribunal  for  the  crime,  in  order  that  the  justice  of 
*  the  county  may  first  be  satisfied,  and  after  this  the  way  is 
opened  for  the  injured  party  to  seek  his  civil  redress.  It 
may  be  remarked  in  passing,  that  this  doctrine  has  never  been 
recognized  in  this  country.  {Per  Parker,  0.  J.,  15  Mass.  336.) 
And  in  this  state  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that  the  right  of 
action  of  a  party  injured  by  a  felony,  shall  not  be  in  any  way 
affected  or  impaired  by  the  felony.     (2  R.  S.  292,  §  2.) 

No  such  reason  as  the  one  above  stated  for  the  rule,  it  may 
bQ  added,  is  suggested  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  although  the 
case  before  him  was  one  in  which  it  would  have  been  pertinent 
to  have  alluded  to  this  particular  feature  of  the  ancient  juris- 
prudence of  the  country ;  but  he  lays  down  the  broad  propo- 
sition that,  in  a  civil  court,  the  death  of  a  human  being  cannot 
be  complained  of  as  an  injury.  If  it  were  necessary  at  this 
day  to  give  a  reason  for  this  doctrine,  I  should  think  it  more 
natural  and  obvious  to  refer  it  to  the  old  maxim  which  has 
obtained  from  the  earliest  days  of  the  common  law,  "  Actio 
personalis  moriiur  cum  persona,'' 

In  a  case  which  arose  in  England  under  the  statute  of  9 
and  10  Victoria,  known  as  Lord  Denman's  Act,  at  the  Derby- 
shire Assizes,  before  Baron  Parke,  the  learned  judge,  in 
summing  up  to  the  jury,  remarked  that  until  this  act,  compensa- 
tion could  not  be  recovered  for  the  death  of  an  individual,  "  the 
ancient  common  law  maxim  being,"  he  said,  "  that  the  value 
of  life  was  so  great  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  estimated  by 
money."  This  admits  the  existence  of  the  rule  laid  down  by 
Lord  Ellenborough,  but  it  is  the  first  time,  so  far  as  I  am 
aware,  that  such  a  reason  has  been  suggested  for  it — a  reason, 
it  strikes  me,  much  more  fanciful  than  sound,  since  there  are 
many  wrongs,  for  the  redress  of  which  an  action  is  given,  but 
which  the  instinctive  sense  of  mankind  declares  are  incapable 
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of  being  measured  by  any  pecuniary  standard  whicli  can  do 
more  than  approacb  to  a  compensation. 

But  without  seeking  further  for  the  reason  on  which  the 
rule  is  founded,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  present  purpose,  that  the 
rule  has  long  existed  in  England ;  and  were  other  proof  want- 
ing, the  feet  is  evidenced  in  the  strongest  manner  by  the  exist- 
ence of  the  statute  of  9  and  10  Victoria,  before  alluded  to, 
and  by  the  recital  in  the  first  section :  "  Whereas,  no  action  at 
law  is  now  maintainable  against  a  person  who,  by  his  wrong- 
ful act,  neglect  or  default,  may  have  caused  the  death  of 
another  person,  and  it  is  oftentimes  right  and  expedient  that  the 
wrongdoer,  in  such  cases,  shall  be  answerable  in  damages,"  &c. 
So  good  a  lawyer  as  he  who  drafted  this  act,  would  not  have 
put  such  a  proposition  in  the  shape  of  a  legal  enactment,  nor 
the  Parliament  of  England  engaged  in  a  work  of  manifest 
supererogation,  unless  it  had  been  true  that,  by  the  law  of  the 
land,  as  thus  far  expounded  by  its  authorities,  "  ancient,  con- 
stant and  modern,"  in  the  words  of  Coke,  no  remedy  what- 
ever existed  for  the  wrong  for  which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the 
act  to  provide  a  remedy. 

It  can  scarcely  be  necessary  to  review,  at  any  length,  the 
cases  in  this  country  which  have  affirmed  the  same  doctrine. 
They  will  be  found,  with  a  single  exception,  I  think,  to  follow 
the  same  rule,  deriving  it  indeed  from  the  same  sourcCi  but 
affirming  in  the  strongest  manner  its  binding  authority.  The 
case  of  Oarey  agt  Berkshire  Railroad  Company,  k{l  Cush.  475,) 
was  an  action  on  the  case  to  recover  by  a  wife  for  the  loss  of 
her  husband  by  the  carelessness  of  defendant's  agents.  It  was 
not  founded  on  the  Massachusetts  statute,  which  had  provided 
a  remedy  by  indictment  and  fine,  which  was  bestowed  upon 
the  widow  and  heirs  for  their  indemnity,  but  was  a  conamon 
law  action,  seeking  a  private  remedy  solely.  The  court  held 
that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  and  they  cite  the 
case  of  Baker  agt.  BoUon,  and  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord 
Ellenborough,  with  approbation,  and  add :  "  Such  we  can- 
not doubt  is  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law,  and  it  is  decisive 
against  the  maintenance  of  this  action."    In  HaUenbeck  agt. 
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BmisMm  Bailroad  Company ^  (9  <^A.  480,)  Oh.  J,  Shaw  in- 
ddentallj  alludes  to  the  same  doctrine,  and  sajs :  "  It  Is  per- 
fectly well  settled  as  a  role  of  the  common. law„  that  rights  of 
action  for  injury  to  the  person  die  with  the  person,  and  it  was 
the  obvious  purpose  of  the  statute  to  reverse^  this  rule  and  pro- 
vide that  the  right  of  action  should  survive"  in  the  cases  to 
which  the  statute  was  made  to  extend,    (&e,  ako^  9  Gush.  107.) 

Expressions  of  a  similar  character  occur  incidentally  in 
other  reported  cases,  recognizing  either  expressly  or  by  impli- 
cation the  same  rule.  Thus  in  Safford^n^  Drew^  (3  Dwr^  637,) 
HoFFKAN,  J.,  says :  ''  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  noticed  that 
by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  before  the  statute,  no  action 
could  be  maintained  by  the  personal  representatives  of  a  de« 
ceased  person  f(»*  loss  or.dtunage  resulting  &om  his  death." 
So,  also,  in  Qumn  agt.  MooTe^  (15  K.  F.  Bep.  486,)  Com- 
STOCK,  J.,  speaking  of  the  case  of  the  mother  derived  of  the 
services  of  her  son,  by  the  act. whidh  destroyed  his  life,  says :. . 
"  The  conmion  law  gave  no  action  for  this  injury.  The  stat- 
ute, possibly  with  greater  justice, .  declares  a  different  princi- 
ple, and  holds  the  wrongdoer  liable  to  make  compensation." 
But  it  is  needless  .to  multiply  citations,,  since  the  cases, 
wherever  they  allude  to  this  doctrine  directly  or  by  implica- 
tion, hold  the  same  language.  It  may  be  added,  however, 
that  in  Kentucky,  Ohio,  and  Pennsylvania,  decisions  have 
been  made,  either  affirming  explicitly  the  same  doctrine,  or 
recognizing  the  unquestioned  existence  of  the  common  law 
rule.  i^i&Q-Eden  agt.  Lex.  and  Frank.  B.  IL  Oo.^  14  B.  Mon. 
204 ;  Wesley  Bgt.  K  H.  and  D.  B.RCh.,1  Handy,  481 ;  and 
MiUer  agt  Urmiehoven,  10  &  and  R  81.) 

The  case  of  Plumner  agt*  WAh,  etc,  cited  ficom  Warie  Be- 
poriSj  arising  in  the  U,  S.  District  Court  of  Maine,  to  sustain 
the  opposite  view,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  common  law . 
rule  so  well-established  and  recognized  so  often.  It  was  an 
action  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  fiskther  of  a  boy  who  had 
been  cruelly  beaten  by  the  defendants,  the  captain  and  mates 
of  a  ship,  the  death  of  the  child  having  resulted  fix)m  the  long 
continued  ill  usage  he  had  received.    The  action  was  founded 


ITBW-YORK  PRACnOB  REPORTa  .  ,  337 

Green  agt  The  Hudaon  Riyer  R.  R.  Co. 

on  the  assault  and  batteiy,  and  alleged  loss  of  serrice  in  oon- 
sequence  of  the  ill  treatment.  All  the  court  attempt  to  decide 
is,  that  the  remedy  for  the  loss  of  service  did  not  abate  by 
the  death  of  the  chUd,  but  this  cause  of  action  surviyed  to  the 
parent  The  action  was  not  to  recover  for  the  death  of  the 
child  per  se,  but  for  the  loss  of  service,  although  if  that  tejcst 
had  been  established,  the  death  might,  perhaps^  have  been 
taken  into  the  account  by  way  of  enhancing  the  damages.  It 
appeared,  however,  in  the  case,  that  the  boy  had  been  bound 
to  the  service  of  the  captain,  and  thus  the  relation  on  which 
alone  the  action  was  groUD^ed  not  existing  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  child,  the  court  ruled  that  the  action  could  not  be 
sustained.  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  it  is  no  authority 
to  sustain  the  principle  for  which  it  is  cited,  and  whatever  fell 
from  the  court  on  this  point  was  incidental,  and  not  necessary 
to  the  decision  tliat  was  really  made  in  the  cause. 

The  only  exception  then,  if  exception  it  can  be  called,  to 
this  uniform  current  of  decisions,  is  the  case  of  Ford  agt. 
Monroe,  (20  Wend.  210.)  As  it  stands,  the  case  is  certainly 
anomalous — sustained  by  no  precedent^  and  in  plain  conflict 
with  all  previous  authority.  As  the  case  is  stated,  the  plain- 
tiff  was  allowed  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  his  son 
of  ten  years  of  age,  who  was  run  over  and  killed  by  the  ser- 
vants of  the  defendant,  such  damages  being,  among  other 
things,  alleged  to  be  the  lo^  of  service  of  the  son  for  a  period 
of  ten  years,  and  the  sickness  of  the  plaintiff's  wife  in  conse- 
quence of  the  occurrence.  What  other  proof  of  damages  was 
given  does  not  appear ;  but  as  the  jury  only  gave  a  verdict 
of  $200,  I  should  infer  that  the  court  must  have  charged  on 
the  subject  of  these  special  damages  claimed  with  some  hesita- 
tion. However  that  may  be,  when  the  case  came  into  the 
supreme  court,  the  main  ground  relied  upon  to  obtain  a  new 
trial,  was  that  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  was  not  estab- 
lished, and  this  the  court  pass  upon  as  the  question  in  the  case, 
and  all  they  say  upon  the  subject  of  damages  is  in  four  lines,  and 
is  merely  to  the  effect  that  as  they  were  specially  laid  and  were 
proved  to  have  been  the  consequence  of  the  principal  act,  they 
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come  within  the  well  settled  rale  of  special  damages,  which 
amounts  to  little  more  than  saying  they  were  special,  because 
they  were  specially  laid,  a  truism  that  it  required  no  great 
effort  of  legal  learning  to  announce.  A  case  thus  presented  and 
thus  disposed  o^  can  hardly  be  accepted  as  an  authority  which 
shall  overthrow  a  principle  of  the  common  law,  so  long  settled 
and  acquiesced  in  as  to  have  become  quite  elementary. 

Concerning  this  case,  it  is  well  remarked  by  Judge  Met- 
CALF,  in  1  Gush.  479,  that  "  no  question  was  there  raised  con- 
cerning the  legal  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages 
caused  by  the  killing  of  his  son.  For  aught  that  appears,  that 
point  was  assumed  and  passed  subsikntio,  both  at  the  trial 
and  in  banc."  There  is  also  an  incidental  reference  to  this 
case  by  Judge  Bronson,  in  Pack  agt  The  Mayor  of  New  Torky 
(3  Ooms.  498,)  where,  citing  it  with  an  apparent  dubiianier^  he 
says :  "  I  have  a  strong  impression  that  the  father  could  re- 
cover nothing  on  account  of  the  injury  to  the  child,  beyond 
the  physician's  bill  and  the  funeral  expenses." 

I  am  constrained  by  these  considerations,  to  reject  the  au- 
thority of  this  case,  and  abide  by  the  common  law  rule,  that 
an  action  by  a  husband  for  the  loss  of  his  wife,  by  the  careless 
and  negligent  act  of  a  third  party,  can  only  be  sustained 
where  some  period  intervened  between  the  time  of  the  injury 
-and  the  time  of  dissolution,  during  which  he  can  be  said  to 
have  suffered  the  loss  of  her  service  and  society,  and  incurred 
expense  and  underwent  anxiety  and  distress  upon  her  account. 
Where  death  is  the  concomitant  of  the  collision,  and  life  de- 
parts at  the  instant  the  shock  is  received,  no  action  for  loss 
of  service  can  be  sustained,  because  there  is  no  time  during 
her  life  when  it  can  be  said  tha.t  the  husband  has  lost  the  ser- 
vice and  society  of  his  wife  in  consequence  of  the  injui^  com- 
plained of.  This  may  be  thought  a  narrow  ground  on  which 
to  place  any  right  of  recovery,  but  there  is  no  other  on  which 
the  common  law  rule  can  be  overcome,  which  declares  that 
the  mere  death  of  a  human  being  cannot  be  complained  of  as 
a  civil  injury  to  be  compensated  in  damages. 

I  should  have  been  happy  in  this  case  to  have  arrived  at  a 
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different  condusion,  but  the  law^  will  not  bend  to^ccomodate 
our  private  views  or  gratify  our  personal  desires.  I  have  no 
alternative  but  to  administer  the  law  as  I  find  it — ^no  dispen- 
sation from  its  injunctions  to  stand  by  its  ancient  landmarks, 
"iybn  quieta  movere^^  is  a  good  maxim  in  jurisprudence,  how- 
ever much  it  may  be  disregarded  in  civil  and  political  affairs. 
There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  demurrer 
with  costs. 

NoTB. — ^Probably  it  did  not  occur  to  the  learned  judge  in  deciding  this  case^ 
to  consider  the  death  of  the  wife  as  a  loss  of  property^  as  was  done  in  the  soTeral 
actions  in  the  WisivaU  cases,  (see  Tertore  agt.  Wiewall,  arUe^  page  8,)  arising  un- 
der the  statute  of  1847-^.  Such  a  construction,  as  a  matter  of  principle,  would 
seem  to  apply  as  well  to  a  common  law  action,  as  one  under  the  statute;  but 
would  not  probably  suggest  itself  as  proper  without  the  statute  authority,  which 
was  claimed  for  it  in  those  cases. 

Is  it  possible  that  the  cause  cfacHon  in  causing  death  by  wrongful  act,  fta,  which 
has  been  classed  and  settled  for  two  hundred  and  fifty  years  as  one  of  personal 
injury t  is  changed  by  a  statute  which  merely  gives  the  representatives  of  the  de- 
ceased party  an  action  for  damages  in  causing  such  death,  which  the  common 
law  did  not  give? 

It  seems  to  involve  this  novel  proposition,  that  because  a  cause  of  action  is 
such  that  a  party  at  common  law  has  no  remedy  on  it,  and  a  special  statute  to 
give  such  remedy  is  neoessaiy,  therefore,  such  statute  being  remedial,  the  cause 
of  action  is  changed. 

An  "  action"  is  one  thing,  and  a  "  cause  of  action"  is  quite  another ;  it  is  the 
latter  which  survives,  and  is  assignable  or  not  Hence  the  necessity  In  the  Wis- 
waU  cases,  of'construing  a  man,  like  a  box  of  pig  lead  when  lost  overboard,  as  per- 
sonal property.  Having  had  occasion  to  express  some  views  in  relation  to  the  svr- 
vivorship  of  an  action  under  the  statute  of  1847-9,  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Teriore 
agt.  WiswaU,  (ante^  page  8,)  an  opportunity  is  now  presented  of  giving  an  author- 
ity on  that  subject,  not  then  found,  which  no  good  lawyer  will  question.  The 
statute  of  9  &  10  Victoria,  is  very  sunilar  to  ours  in  its  essential  featurea  In  Brown's 
Legal  MaximSj  (4th  ed,  565,)  treating  of  the  survivorship  of  actions,  it  says :  "  For  a 
tort  committed  to  the  person,  it  is  clear,  then,  that  at  common  law  no  action  can  be 
maintained  against  the  personal  representative  of  the  tort  feasor,  nor  does  it  seem 
that  the  recent  statute,  9  &  10  Victoria^  c.  93,  supplies  any  remedy  against  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  party  who,  by  his  '  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  de- 
fault,' has  caused  the  death  of  another;  for  the  first  section  of  this  act  renders  ' 
that  person  liable  to  an  action  for  damages,  '  who  would  have  been  liable  if  death 
had  not  ensued,'  in  which  case,  as  already  stated,  the  personal  representatives  of 
the  tort  feasor  would  not  have  been  liable."  If  these  views  are  correct,  the  stat- 
ute in  terms  prohibits  the  survivorship  of  the  action  brought  under  it,  and  neces- 
sarily gives  a  legislative  construction  to  the  cause  of  action,  to  wit:  that  it  is  the 
same  after  as  before  the  death,  injuries  to  the  person. — [Reportsb. 
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and  others. 

Where  the  complaint  shows  by  its  aUegations,  a  false  representation-nknown  by 
the  party  making  it  to  be  fiJse — ^made  as  the  foundation  of  a  contract  with  a 
person  deceived  thereby,  and  damages  in  consequence  of  such  deception,  it 
states  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  for  a  &lse  representation. 

Under  section  167  of  the  Code^  a  cause  of  action  in  tort  and  a  cause  <^  action  on 
contraotf  or  for  a  breadi  of  contract,  may  be  united  in  one  action,  where  these 
causes  (faction  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction. 

And  by  transaction,  it  is  understood  the  whole  proceedings  commencing  with 
the  negotiation,  and  ending  with  the  performance  of  the  contract^  where  the 
matter  in  controyersy  arises  out  of  a  contract 

Thus,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  a  certain  quantity  and  qual- 
ity of  iron,  which  the  defendants  represented  they  had  on  hand,  and  were 
ready  to  carry  out  the  contract  in  reference  thereto,  and  the  plaintiffs  aUeged 
that  the  defendants,  intending  to  defraud  the  plaintifl^  made  such  representa- 
tions knowing  them  to  be  untrue^  that  the  defendants  delivered  iron  of  an  infe- 
rior quality,  and  the  plaintifis  were  damaged  thereby ;  and  secondly,  alleged 
that  the  defendants  by  the  same  contract  agreed  to  send  the  iron  to  San  Fran- 
cisco, but  neglected  to  do  so,  but  delivered  iron  of  an  inferior  quality,  of  much 
less  value^  and  that  the  plaintiffb  sustuned  damage  thereby ;  it  was  held  on  de- 
murrer, that'  these  two  causes  of  action  were  not  improperly  united. 

New '  York  Special  Term,  March,  1858. 

The  complaint  is  demurred  to  for  two  causes.  First,  that 
it  does  not  set  out  a  good  cause  of  action,  and  second,  that  two 
different  causes  of  action  are  improperly  united. 

Foster  &  Thompson,  Jbr  dtfendarUs. 
W.  Hudson,  y&r  plaintiffs. 

Inoraham,  Justice.  The  complaint  avers  sundry  contracts 
made  by  different  persons  for  furnishing  iron  to  the  Sacra- 
mento Valley  Eailroad  Company,  by  which  a  certain  quality 
of  iron  was  to  be  furnished  at  a  certain  price.  The  plaintiffe 
afterwards  assumed  the  contract  from  the  company,  provided 
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it  could  be  carried  out  as  originally  contemplated.  They  then 
applied  to  the  defendants  to  ascertain  if  the  iron  originally 
purchased  by  the  company  was  still  on  hand  in  Boston,  and 
whether  the  defendants  would  carry  out  the  contract  as  origi- 
nally contemplated.  It  then  avers  that  the  defendants^  in- 
tending to  defraud  the  plaintiff  represented  to  them  that  the 
iron  was  still  on  hand,  kept  for  the  company,  and  that  they 
were  in  a  condition  to  carry  out  the  contract,  when  such  re- 
presentations were  known  to  the  defendants  to  be  untrue ; 
that  in  consequence  of  such  &Ise  representations  they  made 
a  contract  with  the  defendants  to  deUver  the  said  iron ;  that  the  - 
defendants  delivered  other  iron  of  an  inferior  quality,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  were  damaged  thereby. 

These  fects  show  a  cause  of  action  for  a  fraudulent  repre- 
sentation. What  the  damages  may  be,  or  whether  the  plain- 
tiff claim  in  their  complaint  damages  such  as  can  be  recovered 
in  the  action,  is  not  a  question  to  axise  on  demurrer.  The  de- 
murrer admits  all  the  facts,  and  the  only  question  is  whether 
a  good  cause  of  action  is  made  out  by  them.  Of  this  there 
can  be  no  doubt.  The  complaint  shows  a  false  representation, 
known  to  be  false,  made  on  the  foundation  of  a  contract  with 
a  person  deceived  thereby,  and  damages  in  consequence  of 
such  deception.  I  know  no  other  requisite  to  make  out  a  suf- 
ficient cause  of  action  for  a  talae  representation. 

The  second  cause  of  demurrer  is  the  improper  joinder  of 
actions.  In  addition  to  the  first  cause  for  the  tort,  the  com- 
plaint contains  a  second  cause  of  action,  founded  on  the  same 
contract,  which,  after  referring  to  the  contract,  and  averring 
that  the  defendants  by  it  agreed  to  send  the  iron  to  San  Fran- 
cisco, states  that  they  did  not  send  the  iron  before  mentioned, 
but  delivered  iron  of  inferior  quality  of  much  less  value,  and 
that  they  sustained  great  damage  thereby. 

It  is  contended  that  this  claim  arises  on  the  contract,  and 
that  the  other  being  in  tort,  the  two  causes  are  improperly 
joined  together. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  causes  of  action  arising  out  of  dif- 
ferent transactions  must  be  of  one  of  the  classes  enumerated 
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in  section  167,  and  tliat  one  cause  for  contract  and  one  for  tort 
cannot  under  such  circumstances  be  united.  The  latter  cause 
of  action  is  evidently  intended  to  be  a  claim  on  contract  for  not 
delivering  the  iron  as  agreed  to  by  the  defendants.  It  avers  no 
fraud  or  &laG  representation  upon  which  a  tort  could  be 
charged,  and  without  that  it  cannot  be  said  to  belong  to  the 
same  class  as  a  cause  of  action  with  the  first,  unless  it  can  be 
brought  within  the  provisions  of  the  first  subdivision,  viz : 
"  Where  the  several  causes  of  action  all  arise  out  of  the 
same  transaction,  or  transactions  connected  with  the  same 
subject  of  action." 

It  has  been  held  that  causes  of  action,  although  arising  out 
of  the  same  transaction,  cannot  be  joined  if  they  are  inconsis 
tent  with  each  other.  {Smith  agt.  HaUock,  8  How.  73  ;  Sweet 
agt.  Ingram,  12  How.  381.) 

But  I  have  not  been  referred  to  any  case  where  the  court 
have  held  that  two  causes  of  action  arising  out  of  the  same 
transaction,  and  upon  both  of  which  a  recovery  may  be  had, 
may  not  be  united  even  if  they  differ  in  their  nature,  and 
could  not  therefore  be  united  if  they  arose  out  of  different 
transactions. 

The  167th  section  of  the  Code  provides  that  the  plaintiff 
may  unite  several  causes  of  action,  whether  they  be  such  as 
were  denominated  legal,  or  equitable,  or  both,  where  they  all  arise 
out  of  the  same  transaction,  or  transactions  connected  with  the 
same  subject  of  action. 

The  plain  reading  of  this  section  is,  that  the  plaintiff  may 
unite,  first,  as  many  legal  causes  of  action  as  he  pleases,  arising 
out  of  the  same  transaction.  Second,  as  many  equitable  causes 
of  action  as  he  pleases,  arising  out  of  the  same  transaction. 
Third,  as  many  legal  and  equitable  causes  of  action  as  he 
pleases,  arising  out  of  the  same  transaction.  Fourth,  as  many 
causes  of  action  as  he  pleases,  arising  out  of  different  transac- 
tions connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action. 

In  Smith  agt.  Hallock,  (8  How.  73,)  Justice  Strong  says 
that  this  section  refers  to  cases  which  are  consistent  with  each 
other — not  to  those  which  are  contradictory. 
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In  Dorman  agt  Kellam,  (4  AlhoU^  202,)  the  court  held  such 
causes  to  be  improperly  united,  but  those  causes  did  not  arise 
out  of  the  same  transaction. 

In  Badger  agt.  Benedict,  (4  Abbott,  176,)  the  point  was  dis- 
tinctly held  that  such  causes  might  be  united,  viz :  one  in  tort 
and  one  in  contract,  both  of  which  arose  out  of  the  same 
transaction. 

By  transaction  I  understand  the  whole  proceedings,  com- 
mencing with  the  negotiation  and  ending  with  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  where  the  matter  in  controversy  arises 
out  of  a  contract,  and  I  see  no  difficulty  in  carrying  out  under 
the  present  system  of  pleading,  what  is  the  fair  meaning  of  the 
words  used  in  the  167th  section.  The  answer  is  only  to  be  a 
statement  of  &ct8  showing  that  upon  each  count  the  plaintiff 
has  no  right  to  recover.  The  judgment,  if  on  both  claims, 
would  only  be  for  so  much  money,  and  there  is  no  difficulty 
now  in  entering  up  judgment  as  formerly,  even  if  the  causes 
are  in  tort  and  contract.  The  only  point  upon  which  there 
would  be  doubt  as  to  the  proper  proceeding,  might  be  as  to 
the  execution.  In  one  case  (tort)  it  might  be  against  the  per- 
son, in  the  other  against  the  property.  The  answer  to  this 
is,  if  the  plaintiff  thus  unites  claims,  he  loses  his  right  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  body,  and  must  be  content  with  the  other 
execution. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  demurrer  is  not  well  taken,  and 
that  plaintiffs  must  have  judgment 

Judgment  for  plaintiffe  on  demurrer,  with  leave  to  defend- 
ants to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 
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Common  law  righia  of  action  as  thej  existed  at  oommon  law,  and  equitable 
rigJUa  as  they  existed  in  equity,  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  change  by  the 
passage  of  the  Oode.  But  they  intended  to  blend  the  proceaaes  and  forms  for 
the  enforcement  of  those  rights  into  a  single  suit,  so  that  the  courts  might  ad* 
minister  complete  justice  to  the  parties  in  one  action,  as  far  as  possible. 

It  is  therefore  no  longer  neceasaiy  or  admissible,  to  restrain  by  injunction  in  one 
salt,  the  proceedings  in  another  action  pending  in  the  same  or  another  court 

Thus^  where  a  party  brought  his  action  in  the  second  district^  for  the  deliyeiry  and 
possession  of  two  canal  boatS)  which  he  obtained  on  giving  the  requisite  se- 
curity under  the  statute,  and  pending  this  action,  the  party  from  whom  poasee- 
rion  was  obtained  brought  an  action  in  the  seventh  district,  claiming  the  rights 
of  an  equitable  mortgagee,  and  a  right  to  redeem  said  boats  and  pay  off  what- 
ever amount  was  due  the  party  who  had  obtained  possession,  also  an  u^uac- 
Uon  restraining  the  party  in  possession  from  using  or  disposing  of  said  boats 
pending  the  litigation, 

Jleidi  on  a  motion  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  last  suit»  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, tind  a  motion  by  the  defendant  at  the  same  time  for  a  dissolution  of 
the  injunction,  that  to  allow  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  divest  the 
defendant  of  the  possession  he  had  acquired,  and  thus  draw  to  thd  seventh  dis- 
trict the  litigation  between  the  parties^  was  entirely  inadmissible.  The  plain- 
tiff might,  if  he  was  not  obliged  to  do  so,  interpose  the  matters  set  up  in  his 
OQmplaint  as  an  equitable  defence  to  the  replevin  suit^  and  thereby  obtain  such 
equitable  relief  as  he  might  be  entitled  to.  The  motion  for  appointment  of  a 
receiver  denied,  and  the  motion  for  a  disBolution  of  the  u^unction  granted. 

Monroe  Special  Term^  May^  1858. 

Motion  by  defendants  to  dissolve  injunction,  and  by  plain- 
tiff to  appoint  receiver. 

The  complaint  sbows  that  the  defendant  Newell  Chamber- 
lain has  acquired  the  legal  title  to  two  canal  boats,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  h&s  the  rights  of  an  equitable  mortgagee ;  that  the 
plaintiff  being  in  possession,  the  said  defendant  Chamberlain 
conmienced  an  action  in  this  court,  claiming  a  delivery  of  said 
boats,  in  which  action  the  property  was  taken  by  the  sheriff 
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of  Eongs  coTinly,  and  possession  thereof  delivered  to  the  said 
defendant,  who  has  now  the  same  in  possession,  the  said  ac- 
tion being  still  pending  and  undetermined.  The  plaintiff 
olahns  the  right  to  redeem  said  boats,  and  pay  off  whatever 
amount  is  due  to  the  said  defendant,  as  the  assignee  of  the 
other  defendants,  for  their  claim  therein — the  amount  of  such 
debt  or  daun  being  in  dispute.  On  the  commencement  of 
this  suit  the  plaintiff  obtained  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendants  from  using,  selling  or  disposing  of  said  boats,  and 
also  &om  further  prosecuting  the  aforesaid  action  of  replevin, 
and  the  boats  have  since  remained  laid  up  in  one  of  the  docks 
in  Brooklyn,  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  Ghkmberlain. 
The  plaintiff  now  moves  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
of  said  boats,  and  the  defendants  move  for  the  dissolution  of 
the  injunction. 

T.  HAfiTiNGfl,/)r^Zam^. 
W.  S.  Bishop,  for  defendants. 

E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.  By  conferring  legal  and  equi- 
table jurisdiction  upon  the  same  court,  by  abolishing  the  dis- 
tinction between  legal  and  equitable  remedies,  by  allowing  a 
defendant  in  an  action  for  the  enforcement  of  a  strict  legal . 
right  to  interpose  an  equitable  defence  in  the  shape,  and  by 
the  name  of  a  counter  claim,  and  by  authorizing  the  court  in 
such  cases  to  give  affirmative  equitable  relief  to  a  defendant, 
the  legislature  evidentiy  designed  to  require  that  all  matters 
in  controversy  relating  to  the  same  subject  matter  in  litiga- 
tion should  be  settled  and  disposed  of  in  one  action. 

Such  is  the  obvious  policy  and  general  rule  of  the  Code, 
which  it  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  amrts  faiihfuUy  to  carry  out.  1) 
Selden,  863 ;  opinion  of  Foot,  J.,  Dobson  agt.  Pearce^  2  Keman^ 
165 ;   Van  Santvoord's  Pleading,  2d  ed.  505.) 

In  abolishing  the  distinction  between  legal  and  equitable 
remedies,  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  change  or  affect 
legal  and  equitable  rights,  except  in  respect  to  the  mode  of  their 
enforcement.    They  left  common  law  rights  of  action  as  they 
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esiatod  at  oomnKm  L»/r,  aad  equitable  rights  as  they  existed 
in  equity.  But  they  intended  to  blend  the  processes  and 
forms  for  the  enforcement  of  those  rights  into  a  single  suit,  so 
that  the  courts  might  administer  complete  justice  to  the  par- 
ties in  one  action,  so  &r  as  possible,  whether  their  respective 
rights  are  in  whole  or  in  part  legal  or  equitable.  It  is  there- 
fore no  longer  necessary  or  admissible  to  restrain  by  injunc- 
tion in  one  suit  the  proceedings  in  another  action  pending  in 
the  same  or  another  court  {Foot  agt  Sprctgne,  12  How.  S56 ; 
4  do.  850 ;  Hunt  agt.  Farmer  J  Loan  Cb.,  8  do.  416.)  \ 

The  delTendant  Chamberlain,  who  clearly  has  the  l^al  title 
to  these  boats,  has  commenced  his  action  of  replevin  ior  them 
in  Kings  county — ^has  obtained  poasesGoon  thereof  on  giving 
bail  iot  their  return  according  to  the  statute,  and  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  any  sum  which  the  plaintiff  may  for  any  cause  ro^ 
cover  against  him.  The  boats  are  therefore  in  the  custody  of 
the  law,  the  possesion  thereof  pending  the  litigation  being 
entrusted  to  the  said  defendant.  To  appcHnt  a  receiver  of  such 
boats  in  the  plaintiff's  action  commenced  in  this  {Monroe  coun- 
ty,)  and  thiiB  divest  the  defendant  of  the  possession  thus  ac- 
quired, and  draw  to  this  district  and  to  this  county  the  litigation 
between  these  parties,  seems  to  me  entirely  inadmissible.  The 
^plaintiff  mighty  if  he  was  not  obliged  to  do  so,  interpose  the 
matters  set  up  in  his  complaint  as  an  equitable  defence  in  the 
replevin  suit,  and  therein  ask,  and  thereby  obtain,  such  equita- 
ble relief  as  he  may  be  entitled  to.  It  is  true  that  the  equi- 
table power  and  jurisdiction  of  this  court  is  the  paramount 
power,  and  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable  jurisdic- 
tion, may  and  does  control  and  modify  legal  rights.  But  this 
court  is  a  unit,  and  all  its  judges  exercise  equal  powers,  and 
any  one  can,  when  properly  applied  to,  give  equitable  relief 
to  parties.  The  judges  of  the  second  judicial  district  adminis- 
ter law  and  equity  upon  precisely  the  same  principles,  and  in 
the  modes  of  proceeding,  as  the  judges  of  the  seventh,  and  are 
abundantly  qualified  to  protect  and  enforce  the  equitable 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  there  pending. 
/       The  application  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
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oeiver  should  be  denied,  and  the  application  of  the  defencUnt 
for  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction  should  be  granted,  with 
|10  costs,  to  abide  the  event 


SUPBEME  COUBT. 
Dudley  B.  Fuller  agt.  J.  W.  Allen  and  others. 

The  prooen  fint  issued  and  levied  upon  personal  property,  and  the  sale  under 
such  process,  oonveys  to  the  purchaser  the  title  to  the  property  to  the  same 
eixtent  as  the  sheriff  or  officer  could  have  given  title^  an  ihe  day  he  inade  the 
kvy.  That  is^  the  sale  bj  the  officer  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  levy,  and 
oonyejs  all  the  title  to  the  property,  which  the  officer  obtained  the  daj  the 
levy  was  madei 

And  such  sale  cuts  off  all  lion  for  taxee  upon  the  property,  where  the  levy  for  the 
taxes  was  made  subsequent  to  the  levy  by  the  officer  on  the  execution  upon 
which  the  property  was  sold. 

In  the  dty  and  county  of  New  York,  the  warrant  to  the  receiver  of  taxes  to  col- 
lect the  tax,  does  not  authorize  him  to  make  a  levy.  The  statute  prescribes 
the  mode  of  making  such  distress  by  issuing  a  warrant  to  an  offloer,  Ac.;  and 
until  such  warrant  is  delivered  to  the  officer  and  levied,  there  can  be  no  lien 
for  such  tax  on  personal  property  of  the  party  assessed. 

A  purchaser  of  personal  property  on  a  sale  under  an  execution,  may  have  an  in- 
junction, pendente  Ute^  to  restrain  the  taking  of  such  property  for  taxes  claimed 
to  be  a  lien  thereon. 

Nisw  -  York  Special  Term,  May,  1858. 
Motion  for  an  injunction.    The  fects  sufficiently  appear  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

O.  N.  FoTV^Bj  for  plaintiff. 
•  A.  B.  Lawrence,  jR.,/>r  de/endania. 

Ingraham,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  seeks  to  restrain  the  de- 
fendants &om  levying  a  warrant  to  collect  a  personal  tax  fixxm 
property  in  his  possession,  and  which  he  claims  to  belong  to 
hiuL    The  tax  was  against  the  New-York  and  Liverpool    \ 
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TJnited  States  Mail  Steamship  (Company  for  the  years  1856 
and  1857  ;  and  a  warrant  was  issued  on  the  2d  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1858,  by  the  receiver  of  taxes,  to  one  Hillyer,  who  made 
a  levy  on  the  steamer  Atlantic. 

On  the  28th  of  January  previously,  the  sheriff  had  levied 
an  execution  against  the  company  on  the  same  steamship,  and 
on  the  1st  day  of  April  the  ship  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  to  the 
plaintiff 

Notwithstanding  such  sale,  the  officer  still  claims  a  right  to 
proceed  against  the  vessel  for  the  collection  of  the  tax,  and 
threatens  to  remove  therefrom  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  same. 
There  are  some  points  necessary  to  be  settled  in  order  properly 
to  dispose  of  the  case. 

FiraU  The  sale  by  the  sheriff  to  the  plaintiff  related  back  to 
the  date  of  the  levy  and  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  title 
to  the  property,  which  the  sheriff  obtained  the  day  he  made 
the  levy  on  the  vessel.  See  BiUler  and  others  agt  Maynard 
and  others,  (11  Wend.  548,)  where  it  was  held  that  under  the 
Eevised  Statutes,  a  levy  on  personal  property  defeated  a  sub- 
sequent purchase  though  bonafde^  and  for  a  valuable  consi- 
deration.   {See  also  Birdseye  agt.  Bay^  4  HiU^  162.) 

Second.  Taxes  upon  personsi  property  are  not  a  lien  upon 
any  specific  property,  so  as  to  prevent  a  sale  to  a  bona  fide 
purchaser,  until  a  levy  is  actually  made  for  the  collection  of 
such  a  tax,  and  then  the  lien  exists  only  upon  the  property 
levied  on.  {Preston  agt.  City  of  Boston^  12  Pickering,  p.  7.) 
In  Williams  agt.  Holden,  (4  Wend.  p.  228,)  Justice  Suther- 
land says :  "  Taxes  upon  personal  property  are  never  im- 
posed specifically  upon  the  property  itself,  as  they  are  upon 
lands.  They  are  always  imposed  upon  some  individual  in  re- 
spect to  the  property,  who  in  feet,  or  in  judgment  of  law,  has 
the  possession  or  control  of  it*' 

Third.  Even  if  the  time  of  delivery  of  the  warrant  to  the 
officer  and  not  the  day  of  the  levy,  was  the  date  from 
which  the  lien  on  the  property  occurred,  still  the  levy  having 
been  made  previous  thereto  under  the  execution,  it  would  not 
avail  the  defendants  in  this  case. 
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Fourth*  The  warrant  to  the  receiver  of  taxes  to  collect  the 
tax,  did  not  authorize  him  to  make  a  levy. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  mode  of  making  such  distress  by 
issuing  a  warrant  to  an  officer,  &c.;  until  such  warrant  is  deli- 
vered to  the  officer,  there  can  be  no  lien  for  such  tax  on  per- 
sonal property  of  the  party  assessed. 

Fifth.  From  these  conclusions  it  will  be  apparent  that  on 
levying  the  tax  against  the  company,  the  officer  could  not 
thereby  defeat  a  previous  levy  made  by  the  sheriflF  on  the 
same  property.  The  process  first  issued  and  levied  obtained 
priority,  and  the  sale  under  such  process,  conveyed  to  the  pur- 
chaser the  title  to  the  property  to  the  same  extent  as  the  sheriff 
could  have  given  title,  on  the  day  he  made  the  levy. 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  property  would  therefore  ob- 
tain a  title  to  the  properly  free  from  any  lieu  for  a  tax  due  by 
the  company.  Two  questions  remain  to  be  examined :  one, 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  same  rights  as  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  ?  and  second,  whether,  if  he  is,  an  injunction 
is  the  proper  remedy  ? 

Upon  the  first  question  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  levy 
upon  the  furniture  and  fixtures  of  the  Baltic  and  Adriatic 
was  void,  and  gave  no  lien  thereon. 

Such  levy  was  not  only  made  after  the  levy  of  the  sheriff, 
but  after  the  sale  of  these  vessels  had  been  made  to  the 
plaintiff! 

The  announcement  that  he  had  a  lien  on  these  vessels  for 
the  tax  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  amounted  to  nothing,  as  he  had 
then  made  no  levy  on  those  vessels,  but  had  actually  levied  on 
the  other  steamer,  and  had  ample  property,  if  the  levy  was 
valid,  to  pay  the  debt.  But  notice  of  such  lien  was  nothing, 
if  in  fact  no  lien  existed,  and  if  the  levy  of  the  sheriff  was  en- 
titled to  priority,  the  notice  of  the  officer  having  the  distress 
warrant  did  not  affect  the  purchaser  or  diminish  the  title  which 
the  sheriff  had  thereby  a  right  to  give. 

The  point  upon  which  I  have  hesitated  is,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  the  remedy  by  injunction.  The  case  of  Tf3- 
9on  agt  The  Mayor^  Jtcj  in  the  common  pleas,  which  has  been 
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COBCurred  in  by  the  supreme  court,  and  by  decisions  of  judges 
in  this  court,  establishes,  I  think,  conduaively,  that  an  injunc- 
tion should  not  be  issued  to  restrain  the  collector  of  taxes  &om 
collecting  the  taxes  imposed  by  proper  authority,  both  on  ac- 
count of  the  impropriety  of  thus  interfering  with  the  public 
authorities  and  preventing  them  from  providing  the  necessary 
means  for  the  government  of  the  city,  and  because  the  plain- 
tiff, if  injured,  has  other  means  of  redress. 

In  the  present  case,  however,  the  application  is  not  to  re- 
strain the  collection  of  the  tax.  The  plaintiflFasks  that  property 
which  he  has  purchased  may  not  be  taken  to  pay  the  tax  of 
another. 

He  does  not  seek  to  interi^re  with  the  officer  in  any  other 
measures  which  he  may  see  fit  to  take  as  to  any  property  of 
the  party  assessed,  and  in  this  respect  may  not  come  within 
the  provisions  referred  to. 

That  the  plaintiff  has  an  ample  remedy  by  an  action  for  the 
trespass  upon  his  property  would  be  clear,  if  the  party  com- 
mitting it  was  responsible.  But  as  no  other  person  than  the 
officer  would  be  responsible  for  such  trespass,  it  seems  to  be 
an  unsatisfactory  answer  to  an  application  for  relief,  to  turn 
the  party  seeking  it  over  to  an  action  against  an  individual 
who  is  not  responsible  for  any  damages  which  might  be  re- 
covered against  him. 

In  this  case,  also,  it  appears  that  the  officer  proposes  to  do 
serious  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  property,  by  removing  from  all 
the  vessels  furniture  which  is  fitted  to  them,  and  which  at  a 
sale  would  be  of  much  less  value  than  in  the  place  where  such 
furniture  is  now  placed,  and  the  loss  to  the  plaintiff  would  bo 
greater  than  could  be  compensated  for  by  a  recovery  of  the  or- 
dinary value  of  the  property. 

I  have  therefore,  but  with  much  hesitation,  come  to  the  con- 
clusion to  grant  the  motion  for  an  injunction,  so  fiur  as  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  removing  or  selling  any  of  the 
property  in  either  of  the  vessels  purchased  by  the  plaintiff,  but 
without  in  any  way  restraining  him  from  taking  any  other 
measures  he  may  see  fit  to  collect  such  taxes.    The  defend- 
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ants  should,  kowever,  be  fiillj  secured,  if  it  hereafter  appeoTS 
that  such  lien  on  the  property  exists  as  is  claimed  by  them. 

Before  signing  such  an  injunction,  the  plain tijBT  must  either 
pay  into  court  the  amount  due  upon  such  tax,  or-  execute  a 
bond  with  two  sureties  in  a  sum  sufficient  to  secure  such  pay- 
ment, if  hereafter  the  plaintiff  shall  ML  in  this  action — such 
bond  or  undertaking,  if  given,  to  be  approved  of  by  on^  of 
the  justices  of  this  court  on  two  days'  notice  to  the  attorney  of 
the  defendants. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Henbt  Smith  agt.  Sally  Beits  and  others. 

Wbere  a  znirtQal  agreement  vaa,  that  the  plaintifl;  in  oonsideration  of  the  pay- 
nuant  by  the  detoi}aatB  of  a  certain  sam  of  money  on  a  certain  day,  and  on  the 
delivery  to  him  of  certain  promiaaory  notea,  (without  atating  any  time  for  the 
delivery,)  he  would  assign  and  transfer  to  the  defendants  all  his  interest  in  a 
certain  bid  made  by  him  upon  certain  real  estate^  and  all  his  interest  in  the 
judgment  therein,  ko, 

Bdd  on  demurrer,  that  on  the  fitflnre  of  the  defendants  to  pay  the  mon^  on  the 
day  specified,  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  his  action  therefor,  without  alleging 
that  he  had  performed,  or  had  offered  to  perform,  the  agreement  on  his  part 
He  was  not  bound  to  perform  untQ  the  defendants  had  deUvered  the  notes, 
as  wen  as  paid  the  money.  The  agreement  to  pay  the  money  was  an  inde- 
pendent undertaking. 

AOxmy  Special  Term^  October^  1857 

MonoN  for  judgment  on  account  of  firiyolousness  of  de* 
marrer. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  on  or  about  the  11th  of  April, 
1857,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's  promising  and  agree- 
ing with  the  defendants  that  he  would,  upon  receiving  from 
the  defendants  a  sum  of  money  therein  mentioned,  and  upon 
certain  promissory  notes  being  delivered  to  him,  transfer  and 
imgn  to  the  defendants  all  the  rights  and  interests  he  th^ 
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owned,  bj  means  of  moneys  paid  out  by  him  upon  a  bid  made 
by  him  upon  the  sale  of  certain  real  estate  under  a  certain  judg* 
ment  therein  mentioned,  the  defendants  promised  and  agreed 
with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  on  the  first  day  of  June  then 
next  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars,  which  sum  the  defend- 
ants have  neglected  to  pay. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. The  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment  on  account  of  the 
frivolousness  of  the  demurrer. 

Henry  Smith  plainliff  in  person. 
R.  W.  PECKHAMj/orcig/fewtonto. 

Harris,  Justice.  The  contract  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
is  mutual  The  plaintiff  agreed  to  transfer  and  assign  to  the 
defendants  certain  rights  and  interests.  But,  before  doing 
this,  he  was  to  receive  firom  the  defendants  six  hundred  dol- 
lars, and  certain  promissory  notes  were  to  be  delivered  to  him. 
Until  this  should  be  done,  no  performance  was  required  on  his 
part  The  defendants  agreed,  on  their  part,  to  pay  the  six 
hundred  dollars  on  the  first  of  June.  No  time  was  fixed  for 
the  delivery  of  the  notes.  Indeed,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  the  defendants  did 
not  bind  themselves  to  deliver  the  notes  at  alL  All  they 
stipulated  to  do  was,  to  pay  the  money  specified,  on  a  specified 
day.  All  the  plaintiff  stipulated  to  do  was,  if  the  defendants 
should  pay  the  money  according  to  their  agreement,  and 
should,  in  addition  to  this,  deliver  to  him  certain  notes,  to 
transfer  and  assign  to  the  defendants  the  rights  and  interests 
mentioned.  As  the  contract  is  stated,  it  was  optional  with  the 
defendants  whether  they  would  deliver  the  notes  or  not,  but 
imtil  these  should  be  delivered,  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to 
perform  the  agreement  on  his  part. 

The  agreement  to  pay  the  money,  on  the  other  hand,  was 
an  independent  undertaking.  The  day  when  it  was  to  be  paid 
was  specified.    The  obligation  to  pay  it  was  unconditionaL 
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If  the  defendants  ahotdd  elect  at  the  same  time  to  deliver  the 
BOtes^  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  also  to  perform  the  agree- 
ment on  his  part  The  case  is  within  the  first  rule  laid  down 
bj  Sergeant  Williaks,  in  Pordage  agt  Cbfe,  (1  Saund.  820  a,) 
that  ''  if  a  day  be  appointed  for  the  payment  of  money,  and 
the  day  is  to  happen,  or  may  happen^  before  the  thing  which 
is  the  consideration  of  the  money,  an  action  may  be  brought 
for  the  money,  before  perfarmance^^^  &c.  It  was  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff,  in  suing  for  the  money  which  the  defendants 
had  agreed  to  pay,  to  allege  that  he  had  performed,  or  had 
offered  to  perform,  the  agreement  on  his  part  He  was  not 
bound  to  perform  until  the  defendants  had  delivered  the  notes 
as  well  as  paid  the  money.  {See  Orant  agt.  Johnson^  1  Seldm^ 
247 ;  Tompkins  agt  JEUtoUj  5  Wend.  496.) 

The  motion  must  therefore  be  granted,  but  with  liberty  to 
the  defendants  to  answer  in  twenty  days  after  the  notice  of 
this  decision,  upon  payment  of  ten  dollars  for  the  costs  of  this 
motion. 
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Jajobs  Gallatin,  President,  Ac.  agt  The  Oriental  Bank 

and  others. 

A  plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed  to  restrain  by  if^ncHon  a  defendant  from  obtain- 
ing payment  of  indebtedness  due  to  bim,  and  tie  up  and  endanger  a  latge 
amount  of  property,  by  preventing  tbe  collection  of  notes  and  other  indebted- 
ness, for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  by  the  plaintiff  payment  of  a  oomparatively 
small  claim.  Such  a  use  of  the  writ  of  injunction  is  not  warranted;  it  would 
create  »  greater  wrong  than  it  was  intended  to  remedy. 

New '  York  Special  Term,  July,  1858. 
MonoN  by  defendants  to  dissolve  injunction. 

B.  M.  WiLLKTT, /or  defendants. 
F.  H.  Dykes^  for  plaintiff. 
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Inorahak,  Jostioe.  The  plaintiff's  cl&im  in  this  casd  is 
for  about  $8,400.  The  property  held  by  the  bank,  and  which 
the  plaintiff  has  enjoined,  exceeds  in  value  $80,000,  for  which 
it  was  transferred  as  security.  The  original  indebtedness  for 
which  it  was  so  transferred  is  not  denied  or  in  any  way  im- 
peached by  the  plaintiff  in  his  complaint,  but  by  the  injunc- 
tion all  the  property  is  included,  and  the  Oriental  Bank  is  for- 
bidden from  receiving  or  collecting  any  part  of  it>  or  in  any 
manner  receiving  the  notes,  &c.,  as  they  become  due. 

Such  an  injunction  appears  to  me  to  create  a  greater  wrong 
than  it  is  intended  to  remedy.  The  property  claimed  under 
any  one  of  the  instruments  which  the  complaint  seeks  to  set 
aside,  would  be  more  than  sufficient  to  secure  the  plaintiff,  if 
security  was  necessary.  As  between  the  parties  to  these  in- 
struments, it  is  conceded  that  they  are  valid,  and  that  the 
bank  would  have  a  right  to  payment  of  Bell's  indebtedness 
from  the  property  so  transferred,  and  yet  by  this  injunction 
all  such  payments  are  prohibited,  and  the  whole  property  is 
thus  enjoined,  when  any  one  was  more  than  sufficient  for  the 
purpose.  It  may  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  assured  of 
success  in  regard  to  each  conveyance,  and  therefore  included 
all  within  the  injunction.  But  such  a  reason  is  against,  rather 
than  in  favor  of  its  continuance.  The  plaintiff  should  be  as- 
sured of  success  before  he  thus  restrains  another  from  obtain- 
ing payment  of  indebtedness  due  him,  and  should  not  thus 
endanger  a  large  amount  of  property  by  preventing  the  collec- 
tions of  notes  and  other  indebtedness  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining payment  of  a  small  claim.  Such  a  use  of  the  writ  of 
injunction  appears  to  me  unwarranted. 

The  conveyances  of  the  real  estate  are  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint to  have  been  made  to  secure  $18,000,  and  the  convey- 
ances of  the  personal  property  show  on  the  fece  that  they 
were  intended  to  secure  upwards  of  $12,000.  No  allegation 
is  made  as  to  solvency  of  the  Oriental  Bank,  nor  any  doubt 
expressed  as  to  their  ability  to  respond  in  case  there  should  be 
a  recovery  against  the  bank. 

So  far,  therefore,  as  relates  to  the  bank,  I  see  no  reason  for 
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enjoining  them  from  collecting  the  property,  and  applying  the 
proceeds  to  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  to  them.  The 
plaintiff,  if  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action,  will  be  as  readily 
paid  by  the  defendants  under  the  judgment  of  this  court  with- 
out the  injunction  as  with  it,  while  the  continuance  of  it  may 
work  serious  injuries  to  all  the  parties.  The  injunction  is  in  no 
way  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  the  plaintiff's  rights ;  he 
is  in  no  danger  of  sustaining  irreparable,  or,  as  fer  as  I  can 
see,  any  injury,  if  it  is  not  continued,  and  under  such  a  state 
of  facts,  the  use  of  this  writ  is  neither  wise  or  expedient.  So 
£ar  as  there  may  be  a  surplus  in  the  possession  of  the  Oriental 
Bank,  it  may  be  proper  to  require  them  to  retain  such  surplus 
until  the  decision  of  this  case.  As  to  any  other  portion  of  the 
property,  it  is  better  that  it  should  be  converted  into  cash, 
and  the  interest,  which  otherwise  would  accumulate,  be  re- 
duced, than  by  the  continuance  of  the  injunction  to  add  to  the 
amount  of  the  indebtedness. 

I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  discuss  the  points  urged  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  on  this  motion,  in  regard  to  the  merger 
of  the  securities  originally  held  by  the  bank.  As  between  the 
parties,  it  was  conceded  that  the  merger  was  immaterial,  be- 
cause the  conveyances  operated  for  the  same  purpose.  As 
to  the  plaintiff,  it  must  also  be  conceded  to  be  immaterial,  be- 
cause the  surplus  of  property  is  more  than  amply  sufficient  to 
pay  the  plaintiff,  if  it  shall  be  held  that  he  has  a  right  to  re< 
cover. 

The  injunction  must  be  dissolved,  except  so  fSsir  as  to  require 
the  Oriental  Bank  to  retain  aU  moneys  received  from  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defendant  Bell,  over  and  above  the  amount  neces- 
sary to  pay  the  indebtedness  of  Bell  to  the  bank.  Costs  ot 
this  motion  to  abide  event 
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SUPREME  OOUET. 

The  People  ex.  reL  Benjahd^  F.  Ysp  and  John  K  LANiKa, 
Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the  town  of  Otsego,  agt  Edwin 
M.  Habbis,  Ooimt j  Treasurer  of  the  county  of  Otsego. 

Under  the  act  of  1857,  "  to  sappreas  intemperance  and  to  regolate  the  sale  of  in 
tozicating  liqaon^"  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that  overaeers  of  (he  pocf 
should  receive  from  the  county  treasurers  the  excise  moneys  collected  and  paid 
to  them  pursuant  to  that  act,  even  in  counties  in  which  a  distinction  between 
county  poor  and  town  poor  preyaila. 

The  treasurers  of  such  counties  are  not  required  to  credit  towns  with  moneys  re- 
ceived from  the  county  or  Us  officers ;  they  are  obliged  to  credit  their  counties 
with  such  moneys. 

The  county  treasurers  must  pay  the  excise  moneys  to  the  county  superintend- 
ents of  the  poor,  who  are  authorised  to  draw  on  them  for  the  sam&  Per 
Balook,  J. 

JR  Menu,  that  as  this  money  is  paid  over  to  the  county  treasurer  for  the  use  of 
the  poor  of  the  county,  the  dupervisors  mighty  in  their  discretion,  distribute  it 
among  the  several  towns  in  the  proportions  it  was  received  from  licenses  in 
the  several  towns^  to  be  appropriated  and  used  for  the  poor  of  the  towns.  Far 
Camfbbll,  J. 

StaUh  District — Delaware  G^enerdl  Term^  «/wZy,  1858. 

Obay,  Mason,  Balgoh  arid  Campbell,  Justices. 

Application  for  peremptory  mandamus. 

The  board  of  commissioners  of  excise  for  the  county  of  Ot- 
sego, in  pursuance  of  the  act  to  suppress  intemperance,  &c.y 
passed  April  16,  1857,  received  in  that  year,  for  licenses 
granted  to  persons  residing  in  the  town  of  Otsego,  as  appeared 
by  averments  in  the  alternative  mandamus,  the  sum  of  $390, 
and  paid  the  same  over  to  the  county  treasurer,  in  pursuance 
of  the  5th  section  of  that  act  A  distinction  between  county- 
poor  and  town  poor  prevails  in  Otsego  county,  the  several 
towns  providing  for  and  supporting  their  own  poor,  as  pro- 
vided for  and  regulated  by  what  is  called  the  Livingston 
county  act.  The  relators,  Benjamin  F.  Kipand  John  K.  La- 
ning,  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town  of  Otsego,  demanded 
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of  the  oounty  treasurer  the  sum  of  $890,  and  upon  his  reftisal 
to  pay  the  same  to  them,  they  obtained  an  alternative  manda- 
mus, requiring  him  to  pay  to  them  that  amount  or  show  cause, 
&c.,  at  the  general  term.  He  made  return  to  the  writ,  among 
other  things,  that  the  board  of  commissioners  of  excise,  at  the 
close  of  their  session,  June  17,  1857,  paid  over  to  him  the 
whole  amount  of  excise  money  received  by  such  board  during 
its  session,  being  $2,580,  and  that  no  portion  of  that  sum  was 
designated  or  paid  to  him  as  money  received  from  residents  of 
the  town  of  Otsego,  or  of  any  other  town  in  the  county.  He 
also  stated  in  his  return  that  he  is  not  authorized  to  pay  out 
such  money  except  upon  the  draft  of  the  county  superinten- 
dent of  the  poor,  and  that  neither  the  county  superintendent 
nor  the  relators  have  made  any  draft  upon  him  for  such 
money  or  any  part  thereof,  and  ftirther,  that  he  is  not  by  law 
required  to  pay  any  part  of  the  excise  money  to  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  several  tovms.  The  relators  demurred  to 
the  return,  and  the  deibndant  joined  in  demurrer. 

L,  J.  BxjBDTTT^JbrrelcUors. 
J.  E.  Deway,  for  defendant 

By  the  court — ^Campbell,  Justice.  Title  1,  part  1,  chap. 
20,  §  54,  p.  684  of  Vol.  I E.  S.,  provides :  "  In  those  counties 
where  the  respective  towns  are  required  to  support  their  own 
poor,  the  county  treasurers  thereof  shall  respectively  open  and 
keep  an  account  with  each  town,  in  which  the  town  shall  be 
credited  with  all  moneys  received  from  the  stoie  or  from  its 
officers,  and  shall  be  charged  with  the  moneys  paid  for  the 
support  of  the  poor  chargeable  to  such  town." 

In  §  26,  p.  629,  same  title,  it  is  provided :  "  In  those  coun- 
ties in  which  the  distinction  between  county  poor  and  town 
poor  prevails,  the  excise  money  collected  in  any  town,  and  all 
penalties  given  by  law  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  when  re- 
ceived, shall  be  applied  to  the  use  of  the  poor  of  the  town  in 
which  such  money  and  penalties  shall  be  collected." 

Section  84,  title  9,  part  1,  c.  20,  provides  that  "  in  those  ooun- 

Vol.  XVL  17 
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ties  in  which  the  distinction  between  town  and  coimtj  poor 
is  or  shall  be  abolished,  all  moneys  received  for  excise  dutj 
in  any  diy  or  village,  except  the  city  of  New- York,  shall  be 
paid  into  the  county  treasury  for  the  support  of  the  poor." 

So  section  28  of  title  1,  part  1,  of  c  20,  provides  that  the 
excise  money  received  by  the  commissioners  of  excise  in  any 
town,  in  a  county  where  the  distinction  between  town  and 
county  poor  had  been  abolished,  should  be  paid  over  to  the 
county  treasurer. 

Title  9,  part  1,  chap.  20,  being  the  title  providing  for  and 
stating  the  duties  of  the  excise  commissioners  of  the  various 
towns,  was  entirely  repealed  by  chap.  628  of  the  Laws  of 
1867.  There  are  no  longer  excise  commissioners  for  the  re- 
spective towns.  The  commissioners  are  now  county  officers. 
By  the  5th  section  of  that  act  they  are  required  to  pay  over  the 
whole  amount  of  the  excise  money  to  the  county  treasurer — 
not  even  deducting  their  own  allowance  for  their  services,  the 
sum  allowed  to  them  for  their  services  being  paid  in  like  man- 
ner as  other  county  charges.  That  act  makes  no  provision 
for  counties  where  the  distinction  between  town  and  county 
poor  is  retained.  The  county  treasurer  receives  no  excise 
money  from  any  town,  nor  from  the  officers  of  any  town.  The 
whole  amount  is  paid  over  to  him  in  gross  by  the  board  of 
county  commissioners.  The  charges  of  the  commissioners  for 
services  are  audited  and  paid  by  the  board  of  supervisors.  As 
this  money  is  paid  over  to  the  county  treasurer  for  the  use  of 
the  poor  of  the  county,  the  supervisors  might  doubtless,  if 
they  chose,  distribute  it  among  the  several  towns  in  the  pro- 
portion it  was  received  from  licenses  in  the  several  towns,  to 
be  appropriated  and  used  for  the  poor  of  the  towns. 

As  section  26,  title  1,  part  1,  of  c.  20,  of  E.  S.,  is  still  in  force, 
and  which  provides  that  the  excise  money  collected  in  any 
town  in  counties  where  the  distinction  between  town  and 
county  poor  exists,  shall  be  applied  to  the  use  of  the  poor  in 
such  town,  it  may  be  the  duty  of  the  supervisors  to  make  such 
distribution. 

But  no  such  power  or  duty  devolves  upon  the  county  treas- 
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raer.  He  can  only  pay  out  the  money  in  his  hands 
qniied  by  law.  Theie  is  no  law  which  authorizes  him  to 
audit  and  settle  the  accounts  of  the  board  of  oommissioners  of 
excise,  and  to  distribute  the  net  proceeds  of  the  excise  money 
among  the  several  towns.  No  warrant  has  been  drawn  on  him 
in  the  present  case  by  the  supervisors  of  the  county  of  Otsego, 
or  by  the  superintendents  of  the  poor  of  the  county,  for  the 
money  in  question. 
In  my  opinion  there  should  be  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Balcov,  Justice.  There  is  now  a  board  of  commissioners 
of  excise  for  each  county  in  the  state.  {Laws  of  1867,  Vol  11^ 
p.  405,  §  1.)  And  each  board  of  commissioners  is  required  to 
pay  all  excise  moneys  to  the  county  treasurer,  "  for  the  use 
of  the  poor  in  "  the  county.    {Id.  §  5.) 

The  defendant  was  not  furnished  with  any  evidence,  as  to 
the  residence  of  the  persons  fix)m  whom  the  board  of  com- 
missioners of  excise  for  the  county  of  Otsego,  received  the 
$890,  excise  money,  claimed  by  the  relators.  The  board 
paid  the  same  to  the  defendant  with  the  rest  of  the  excise 
money  which  they  had  received.  All  the  information  they 
gave  the  defendant,  or  which  they  could  legally  give  him,  in 
regard  to  any  portion  of  the  money,  was  that  it  was  excise 
money. 

The  defendant  had  no  authority  for  ascertaining,  upon  his 
own  motion,  what  portion  of  the  excise  money  was  received 
by  the  commissioners  from  residents  of  the  town  of  Otsego ; 
and  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  relators  to  furnish  him 
with  any  legal  proof  that  $390  of  the  same,  was  received  by 
the  commissioners  for  licenses  granted  to  residents  of  that 
town. 

K  the  legislature  had  intended  that  county  treasurers  should 
pay  the  excise  moneys  received  by  them,  under  the  act  of 
1867,  "  to  suppress  intemperance,  and  to  regulate  the  sale  or 
intoxicating  liquors,"  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  in  counties 
where  a  distinction  between  county  poor  and  town  poor  exists, 
it  would  certainly  have  required  the  boards  of  commissioners 
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of  excise  to  fumish  the  county  treasuTers  with  statements, 
showing  the  amount  of  moneys  received  from  the  residents  of 
each  town,  so  they  would  know  how  much  of  the  same  to 
credit  to  each  town,  and  pay  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
thereof  The  legislature  has  not  imposed  this  duty  upon 
boards  of  commissioners  of  excise,  or  declared  that  any  por 
tion  of  the  excise  moneys  received  under  the  act  be|pre  men« 
tioned,  shall  belong  to  towns  that  support  their  own  poor,  or 
be  paid  to  their  officers ;  and  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  legisla* 
ture  did  not  intend  that  overseers  of  the  poor  should  receive 
from  the  county  treasurers  the  excise  moneys  collected  and 
paid  to  them  pursuant  to  that  act,  even  in  counties  in  which 
a  distinction  between  coimty  poor  and  town  poor  prevails. 

Under  the  excise  system,  contained  in  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
the  money  received  by  the  town  boards  of  excise  for  licenses, 
was  never  paid  by  them  to  the  county  treasurers  in  counties 
in  which  each  town  supported  its  own  poor.  (1  E.  S.  620, 
§§  20,  25  and 26;  id.  632,  §  88;  id.  2d ed.,  640,  §  88;  6  Hill, 
58.)  They  paid  it  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  each  town, 
where  it  was  received  in  such  counties ;  but  in  those  counties 
in  which  the  distinction  between  county  poor  and  town  poor 
was  abolished,  they  paid  it  to  the  county  treasurers ;  {1  E.  & 
619,  §§  20,  21 ;  id.  683,  §  31 ;)  and  when  so  paid  to  them  it 
could  not  be  drawn  from  them  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor. 

In  counties  where  the  respective  towns  are  required  to  sup- 
port their  own  poor,  the  county  treasurers  are  compelled  to 
open  and  keep  an  account  with  each  town,  in  which  the  town 
shall  be  credited  with  all  moneys  received  from  the  same  or^ 
from  its  officers,  and  shall  be  charged  with  moneys  paid  for 
the  support  of  the  poor  chargeable  to  such  town.  (1  B.  & 
626,  §  47  ;  id.  628,  §  55.)  But  the  treasurers  of  such  counties 
are  not  required  to  credit  towns  with  moneys  received  from 
the  county  or  its  offi/xrs;  they  are  obliged  to  credit  their 
counties  with  such  moneys. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  credit  the  county  or 
Otsego  with  all  the  excise  moneys  received  by  him  from  the 
board  of  commissioners  of  excise,  for  that  county,  under  the 
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act  of  1867,  "  to  suppress  intemperance,  and  to  regulate  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,"  because  the  commissioners  from 
whom  he  received  the  moneys  were  county  officers. 

It  is  evident  that  the  above-mentioned  act  of  1857,  which 
repealed  all  other  acts  inconsistent  with  any  of  its  provisions, 
and  particularly  that  part  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  entitled  "  of 
excise,  ^d  the  regulation  of  taverns  and  groceries,"  takes 
away  the  right  of  overseers  of  the  poor  to  receive  or  control 
the  excise  moneys,  even  in  counties  where  a  distinction  be- 
tween county  poor  and  town  poor  prevails. 

County  treasurers  cannot  pay  or  apply  any  money,  except 
"  in  the  manner  required  by  law."  (1  R.  &  369,  §  20.)  And 
there  is  no  law  that  requires  them  to  pay  the  excise  moneys  re- 
ceived under  the  act  of  1857,  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
towns  whidi  support  thei;  own  poor,  though  such  moneys 
were  paid  in  the  first  place  to  the  commissioners  for  licenses  by 
residents  of  such  towna  They  must  pay  the  excise  moneys 
to  the  county  superintendents  of  the  poor  who  are  authorized 
to  draw  on  them  for  the  same.    (1  B.  S.  617,  §  16,  sub,  9.) 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  relators  cannot  compel  the 
defendant  to  pay  them  any  portion  of  the  excise  moneys 
which  he  received  from  the  board  of  commissioners  of  excise 
for  Otsego  county,  under  the  act  of  1857 ;  the  defendant  is, 
therefore,  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  demurrer  to  his  re- 
turn to  the  mandamus,  with  costs. 

Judgment  ordered  for  defendant  upon  the  demurrer,  with 
costs,  with  leave  to  the  relators  to  plead  to  the  return  in 
twenty  days,  on  payment  of  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  de- 
murrer. 


392  HBW-YORC  P&AOnCB  BXPOBSe& 

86tfU  agi.  McCraokM. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Sbabll  agt  McGragkek. 

In  an  action  for  malicioufllj  and  tsMif  obtaining  an  order  of  arreat  against  the 
plaintiff  in  another  action,  the  complaint  is  defectiye  where  it  omits  to  atate 
that  the  order  of  arrest  had  been  yacated,  or  that  judgment  had  been  ren- 
dered for  the  defendant  therem,  nnless  it  appears  that  the  order  was  a  nnllity 
abinUio. 

New .  York  Special  Jhrm,  Apr%%  1858- 
Dehitbrbr  to  complaint 

Clerke,  Justice.  The  complaint  does  not  state  tliat  the 
order  of  arrest  which  it  alleges  the  defendant  inalicionsly 
and  falsely  obtained  against  the  plaintiff  in  another  action, 
-had  been  vacated,  or  that  judgment  had  been  rendered  for 
the  defendant  therein.  K  the  order  was  a  nullity  ab  in^Uio, 
and  could  afford  no  justification,  these  allegations  would  be 
unnecessary.  But  the  order  set  forth  in  this  complaint  is 
clearly  not  void.  If  at  all  defective,  and  issued  on  a  &lse 
affidavit,  it  is  only  voidable;  and  this  must  be  determined 
by  the  competent  authority,  before  an  action  can  be  sustained 
against  the  persons  who  procured  il  {Bet^nolch  agt  (hrasj  8 
(hi.  R,  271 ;  Buri  agt.  Plaee,  4  Wend.  697.) 

Judgment  for  defendants  on  the  demurrer,  with  costs,  un- 
less plaintiff  amend  complaint,  and  pay  costs  within  ten  days. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

Charles  H.  Greek,  AdmV,  &c  of  Eliza  Green,  deceased, 
agt  The  Hudson  Bivsb  IUilroad  Gompant 

An  action  instituted  under  the  statutes  <^  1847  and  1849,  requiring  oompensation 
for  causing  the  death  of  any  person  by  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  de&ult,  may 
be  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  as  adminisiraior  of  his  deceased  toife,  for  the  loss^ 
of  her  life,  where  the  mother  of  the  deceased  is  the  next  of  kin. 

In  this  case,  the  complaint,  after  setting  forth  the  facts  of  the  case,  averring  the 
negligence  and  the  instantaneous  death  caused  thereby,  alleged  that  the 
mother  of  the  deceased,  and  her  next  of  kin,  suffered  loss  and  damage  thereby ; 
and  averred  specially  that  she  was  aged  and  infirm,  and  dependent  upon  the 
deceased  for  her  support,  and  that  by  the  shook,  and  the  mental  distress  ensu- 
ing, her  health  had  been  impaired,  and  she  had  become  incapable  of  maintain- 
ing herselt  {Sevsral  eases  reported  omd  unreported  arismg  under  these  siaiiUss 
eonsidered,) 

Oneida  Special  Term,  Jvne,  1858. 
Demurrer  to  complaint.  [1] 

[1]  C^twiplatfit— The  plaintiff  complains  of  tiie  defendant^  and  ibr  a  canse  of 
action  avers,  that  on  the  ninth  day  of  January,  1858,  the  plaintiff  was  duly 
appointed  administrator  of  all  and  singular  of  the  estate,  goods,  property,  effects 
and  credits  of  the  above-mentioned  Eliza  Green,  his  wife ;  and  the  plaintiff  then 
and  there  accepted  and  took  upon  himself  the  duties  of  said  trusty  and  received 
letters  of  administration  pursuant  to  said  appointment ;  that  the  defendant  is  and 
was,  at  the  days  and  tunes  hereinafter  mentioned,  a  corporation  or  company 
Ibnned  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  maintaining  and  operating  a  railroad  for 
public  use,  in  the  conveyance  of  persons  and  property  between  the  city  of  New- 
York  and  the  city  of  Albany,  duly  oi^ganized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New- 
Tork ;  that  on  or  about  the  ninth  day  of  January,  1856,  Eliza  Green  deceased, 
then  being  the  wife  of  the  plaintifi^  the  defendant^  the  Hudson  River  Railroad 
Company,  the  consideration  that  Eliza  Green  aforesaid  would  take  and  engage  a 
seat  in  the  car  or  coach  of  the  defendant,  to  be  conveyed  and  carried  in  and  by 
the  defendant's  car  or  coach  and  locomotive  engine^  from  Albany  aforesaid  to 
New-Tork  aforesaid,  at  and  for  a  reasonable  hire  and  reward,  and  the  usual  rate 
of  ikir,  to  wit :  the  sum  of  three  dollars  to  be  therefor  paid  in  that  behalf,  tm- 
dertook  andfaUhfuBy  promised  to  carry  cmd  conuey  the  said  Eliza  in  and  by  the 
said  ooach  or  oar,  fVom  Albany  to  New- York  aforesaid,  and  the  said  Eliza  relying 
and  confiding  on  said  promise  or  undertaking  of  the  defendant^  did  afterwards,  on 
the  day  and  year  afi>reaaid,  iahe  and  rniqage  a  Moi  in  the  car  or  ooaoh  aforesaid,  to 
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be  carried  as  aforesaid,  from  the  city  of  Albany  to  the  city  of  New-York ;  and 
the  defendant  was  then  and  there  paid  the  ttsuai  rate  of  fakr^  iotpit:  Ou  ram  cf 
Ihree  doUan,  the  same  being  a  reasonable  hire  or  reward  to  the  defendant  for  the 
hire  and  conveyance  of  the  said  Eliza  aforesaid;  and  that  the  said  Eliza  did  on 
the  day  aforesaid,  become  a  passenger  upon,  and  was  a  passenger  in  said  car,  to 
be  carried  as  aforesaid  from  Albany  to  New-York ;  that  the  said  defendant  and 
its  agents,  not  regarding  (he  undertaking  so  made  as  aforesaid^  did  not  use  due  and 
proper  skiUf  and  care  and  diligence  in  and  about  carrying  and  conveying  the  said 
Eliza  from  Albany  to  New-York  aforesaid,  but  then  and  there  wJioUy  neglected 
and  refused  so  U>  do^  and  on  the  contrary  thereof  the  said  defendant  and  its 
officers  and  agents  so  carelessly,'  improperly  and  negligently  conducted  itself  in 
the  premises  whilst  the  said  car  was  proceeding  from  Albany  to  New- York  afore- 
said, that  through  the  mere  carelessness,  unskilfhlness  and  misconduct  of  the 
defendant,  its  officers  and  agents  in  and  about  the  conducting  and  management  of 
the  road,  cars  and  locomotives  of  the  defendant,  the  said  car  was  overtaken,  ran 
into  and  struck  by  a  locomotive  engine  and  train  of  cars  of  the  defendant,  proceed- 
ing from  Poughkeepsie  to  New-Yoi4c  aforesaid,  by  means  of  which  collision  the 
said  Eliza  Green  was  then  and  there  killed,  whereby  Margaret  Ford,  the  mother  of 
the  said  Eliza,  and  the  next  of  kin  of  the  said  Eliza  Green,  suffered  great  pecu- 
niary loss  and  damage  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit :  in  the  sum  of  five  thousand 
dollars ;  that  the  sud  Margaret  Ford  is  and  was  at  the  time  aforesaid,  old  and 
poor,  and  was  wholly  dependent  upon  the  said  Eliza  for  support,  and  unable  to 
maintain  herself;  that  the  said  Eliza  was  of  sufficient  ability,  and  did  contribute 
to  and  relieve,  maintain  and  wholly  support  the  said  Margaret  Ford,  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  )»ud  Eliza.  And  he  further  saith,  that  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
and  the  mental  distress  and  grief  occasioUed  thereby,  the  constitution  of  the  said 
Margaret  Ford  has  been  greatly  impaired,  and  her  bodily  health  and  strength 
destroyed  by  the  killing  of  her  said  daughter  aforesaid,  and  by  reason  thereof 
the  said  Margaret  became  and  is  unable  to  labor,  and  has  sustained  great  pecu- 
niary loss  and  damage  thereby ;  and  he  fUrther  saith  he  has  been  obliged  to  pay 
out,  and  is  liable  for  large  sums  of  money  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  of  the 
estate  of  the  said  Eliza,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars,  in  and  about  conveying  the  body  of  the  said  Eliza  to  Utica,  her 
place  of  residence,  and  in  and  about  her  necessary  funeral  expenses ;  and  he  fu^r 
ther  saith,  that  at  and  by  reason  of  the  collision  aforesaid,  divers  jewelry,  furs, 
wearing  apparel,  upon  the  person  and  in  the  possession  of  the  said  EUza^  were  in- 
^  jured,  lost  and  destroyed,  which  was  of  the  value,  and  for  which  he  claims  dam- 
ages as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  defendant^  in  the  som 
of  five  thousand  dollars,  besides  the  costs  of  this  action. 

Demurrer, — ^The  defendants  demur  to  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff,  and  specify 
as  grounds  of  objection  thereto : 

Ist  That  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue.  2d.  That  several  causes 
of  action  have  been  improperly  united,  and  are  not  separately  stated.  3.  That 
the  complaint  does  not  state  &ctB  sufficient  to  constitute  a  oauae  of  aotion. 
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n.  And  the  defendants  Airther  demur  to  the  alleged  cause  of  action  which,  in 
the  said  oomplamty  is  stated  in  the  words  following : 

"  That  on  or  about  the  ninth  day  of  January,  1856,  Eliza  Green,  deceased,  then 
being  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  the  Hudson  River  Railroad  Com- 
pany, in  consideration  that  Eliza  Green  aforesaid,  would  take  and  engage  a  seat 
in  the  car  or  coach  of  the  defendant^  to  be  carried  and  conveyed  in  and  by  the 
defendant's  car  or  coach  and  locomotive  engine,  from  Albany  aforesaid  to  New- 
York  aforesaid,  at  and  for  a  reasonable  hire  and  reward,  and  the  usual  rate  of 
&re,  to  wit :  the  sum  of  three  dollars  to  be  therefor  paid  in  that  behalf)  under- 
took and  faitbfblly  promised  to  cany  and  convey  the  said  Eliza^  in  and  by  the 
said  coach  or  car  from  Albany  to  New-York  aforesaid,  and  the  said  Eliza  relying 
aud  confiding  on  said  promise  or  undertaking  of  the  defendant  did  afterwards,  on 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  take  and  engage  a  seat  in  the  car  or  coach  aforesaid, 
to  be  carried  as  aforesaid,  firom  the  city  of  Albany  to  the  city  of  New- York,  and 
the  defendant  was  then  and  there  paid  the  usual  rate  of  fare,  to  wit :  the  sum  of 
three  dollars,  the  same  being  a  reasonable  hire  or  reward  to  the  defendant  for 
the  hire  and  conveyance  of  the  said  Eliza  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  Eliza  did, 
on  the  day  aforesaid,  become  a  passenger  on,  and  was  a  passenger  m  said  car,  to 
be  carried  as  aforesaid,  from  Albany  to  New- York ;  that  the  said  defendant  and 
its  agents,  not  regarding  the  undertaking  so  made  as  aforesaid,  did  not  use  due 
and  proper  skill,  and  care  and  diligence  in  and  about  carrying  and  conveying 
the  said  Eliza  from  Albany  to  New-York  aforesaid,  but  then  and  there  wholly 
neglected  and  refhsed  so  to  do.'' 

And  they  speciQr  as  ground  of  objection  thereto : 

1st  That  the  same  does  not  state  foots  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion.   2d.  It  is  improperly  united  with  another  caose  of  action. 

III.  And  the  said  defendants  Airther  demur  to  the  alleged  oaose  of  aotioD, 
which,  in  the  said  complaint,  is  stated  In  the  words  following: 

"  The  said  defendant  and  its  officers  and  agents,  so  carelessly,  improperly  and 
negligently  conducted  itself  in  the  premises,  whilst  the  said  car  was  proceeding 
from  Albany  to  New-York  aforesaid,  that  through  the  mere  carelessness,  unskil- 
fulness  and  misconduct  of  the  defendant,  its  officers  and  agents  in  and  about  the 
conducting  and  management  of  the  road,  cars  and  locomotives  of  the  defendant, 
the  said  car  was  overtaken,  run  into  and  struck  by  a  locomotive  engine,  and 
train  of  cars  of  the  defendant,  proceeding  from  Poughkeepeie  to  New- York  afore- 
said, by  means  of  which  collision  the  said  Eliza  Green  was  then  and  there  killed 
whereby  Margaret  Ford,  the  mother  of  the  said  Eliza^  and  next  of  kin  of  the 
said  Eliza  Green,  suffered  great  pecuniary  loss  and  damage  to  a  large  amount 
to  wit;  in  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars ;  that  the  said  Maigaret  Ford  is  and 
was,  at  the  time  aforesaid,  old  and  poor,  and  was  wholly  dependent  upon  the 
said  Eliza  for  support,  and  unable  to  mamtain  herself;  that  the  said  Eliza  was  of 
sufficient  ability,  and  did  contribute  to  relieve,  maintain  and  wholly  support  the 
said  Margaret  Ford,  during  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Eliza." 

And  they  specify  as  grounds  of  objection  thereto,  that  the  same  does  not  state 
focts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
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M«  S.  ItiLLBRj/or  plainttf. 
T.  M.  North,  y&r  defendant. 

Bacon,  Justice.  This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as 
administrator  of  his  deceased  wife,  to  recover  damages  for  the 
loss  of  her  liie,  which  occurred  instantaneously  by  the  colli- 
sion of  the  cars  on  the  defendant's  road,  she  being  a  passenger 
therein  at  the  time.  The  action  is  instituted  under  the  statute 
of  this  state,  requiring  compensation  for  causing  the  death  of 
any  person  by  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default.  The  com- 
plaint sets  forth  the  fects  of  the  case,  averring  the  negligence, 
and  the  death  caused  thereby,  and  then  alleges  that  Margaret 
Ford,  the  mother  of  the  deceased,  and  her  next  of  kin,  suffered 
loss  and  damage  thereby,  and  avers  specially  that  she  was 
aged  and  infirm,  and  dependent  upon  the  deceased  for  her 

rV.  And  the  said  defendants  farther  demur  to  the  alle^^  cause  of  action 
which  in  the  said  complaint  is  stated  in  the  words  following : 

"  That  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and  the  mental  distress  and  grief  occasioned 
thereby,  the  constitution  of  the  said  Margaret  Ford  has  been  greatly  impaired, 
and  her  bodily  health  and  strength  destroyed  by  the  killing  of  her  said  daughter 
aforesaid,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  said  Margaret  became,  and  is  unable  to 
labor,  and  has  sustained  great  pecuniaiy  loss  and  damage  thereby." 

And  they  specify  as  grounds  of  objection  thereto^  that  the  same  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

T.  And  the  said  defendants  ftirther  demur  to  the  alleged  cause  of  action, 
which,  in  the  said  complaint,  is  stated  in  the  words  following : 

"  And  he  further  salth  he  has  been  obliged  to  lay  out,  and  is  liable  for  l|uge 
sums  of  money,  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  of  the  estate  of  the  said  Eliza^ 
omoimting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  $250,  in  and  about  conveying  the  body 
of  the  said  Eliza  to  Utica,  her  place  of  residence,  and  in  and  about  her  neces- 
sary fUneral  expenses." 

And  they  specify  as  ground  of  objection  thereto,  that  the  same  does  not  state 
fiu;ts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

VL  And  the  said  defendants  Airther  demur  to  the  alleged  cause  of  action 
which,  in  the  said  complaint,  is  stated  in  the  words  following : 

"  And  he  fhrther  saith  that  at  and  by  reason  of  the  collision  aforesaid,  divers 
Jewehry,  fhrs,  wearing  apparel,  upon  the  person  and  in  the  possession  of  the  said 
Eliza,  were  injured,  lost  and  destroyed,  which  was  of  the  value,  and  for  which  he 
dahns  damages  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  in  the  sum  ol  two  hundred  dollars." 

And  they  specify  as  grounds  of  objection  thereto,  that  the  same  does  not  state 
fiu)t8  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
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support,  which  support  was  rendered  by  the  deoeaaed ;  fliat 
by  the  shock  and  the  mental  distress  ensuing,  her  health  had 
been  impaired,  and  she  has  become  incapable  of  maintaini]!^ 
herself. 

To  this,  complaint  the  defendant  has  interposed  a  demurrer, 
which  (omitting  some  special  grounds  to  the  form  of  the  com- 
plaint) presents  the  general  question,  whether  sufficient  £bu^ 
are  stated  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

I  shall  assume  that  at  common  law  no  right  of  action  what- 
ever exists,  or  can  be  maintained  by  any  person,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case.  It  is  only  by  virtue  of  the  statute, 
which  was  intended  to  remedy  this  defect^  and  reverse  the 
rule  of  the  common  law,  that  this  suit  can  be  maintained,  and 
the  question  then  is,  is  this,  a  case  coming  within  the  terms  or 
spirit  of  the  act 

As  an  original  question,  I  confess  my  impressions  would 
be  strongly  against  the  maintenance  of  this  suit  The  intent 
of  the  statute  being  to  give  a  remedy  where  none  existed 
before ;  it  is  obvious  to  remark  that  its  benefits  can  only  be 
extended  to  those  who  are  included  within  its  terms.  The 
first  section  gives  a  right  of  action  wherever  the  party  killed 
would  have  been  entitied  to  bring  a  suit  for  the  injury,  if 
death  had  not  ensued.  The  second  section  provides  that  the 
suit  shall  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased  person,  and  that  the  amoimt  recovered 
shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  and  next  of  hin 
of  the  deceased ;  and  tiie  jury  may  give  such  damages,  not 
exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  as  they  shall  deem  fair  and 
just,  with  reference  to  the  pecuniary  injuries  resulting  fix>m 
such  death  to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased 
person.  The  plain  and  literal  interpretation  of  this  statute 
would  seem  to  require  that  the  party  killed  must  "be  one  who 
could,  in  his  or  her  own  right  and  name,  maintain  a  suit  if 
death  had  not  ensued,  and  also  that  there  must  be  both  widow 
and  next  of  kin  surviving,  in  order  to  authorize  a  recovery, 
and  that  some  pecuniary  injury  must  be  shown  to  lay  a  foun- 
dation for  damages. 
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All  the  cases,  with  the  exception  of  a  special  term  decision 
of  Judge  Harris,  reported  in  12  How.  828,  and  a  case  to 
which  I  shall  refer  hereafter,  seem  to  take  for  granted  the 
first  part  of  this  proposition,  or  at  least  they  were  cases  where 
there  could  be  no  doubt  on  this  point,  because  the  party  in- 
jured was  a  single  person.  The  case  of  Lynch  agt.  Davis,  (12 
How.  828,)  above  referred  to,  was  an  action  brought  under 
the  statute  by  a  husband,  as  administrator  of  his  wife,  for 
alleged  malpractice  ensuing  in  her  death.  Judge  Harris, 
amoDg  other  things,  held,  that  the  case  was  not  within  the 
statute,  for  the  reason  that  the  wife,  if  she  had  survived,  could 
not  have  maintained  the  action,  since  the  suit  must  either 
have  been  in  favor  of  the  husband  alone,  or  the  husband  and 
wife  as  joint  plaintiff  and  that  the  case  was  therefore  not 
within  the  terms  or  intent  of  the  statute. 

In  r^ard  to  the  other  suggested  interpretation  of  the  stat- 
ute, to  wit :  that  there  must  be  both  widow  and  next  of  kin 
among  whom  distribution  can  take  place,  in  order  to  ground  a 
right  of  recovery,  several  cases  have  arisen  in  which  the 
conclusion  has  been  reached,  that  if  there  be  either  a  widow, 
or  next  of  kin  surviving,  the  action  can  be  maintained.  In 
the  case  of  Safford  agt  DreWy  (8  Duetj  627,)  the  plaintiff  was 
the  administrator  of  his  son,  who  it  was  alleged  had  lost  his 
life  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  he 
described  himself  simply  as  the  fiither  of  the  deceased.  On 
demurrer  the  court  held  the  compldnt  defective,  because  it 
did  not  aver  that  the  deceased  left  a  widow  or  next  of  kin. 
The  statute  is  minutely  examined  and  commented  on  by 
Judge  Hoffman,  and  he  says  the  court  aje  of  opinion  that 
the  act  may  be  so  interpreted  as  to  allow  an  action  where 
there  is  a  widow  only,  or  next  of  kin  only,  as  well  as  where 
both  are  in  existence. 

In  the  case  of  Qidnn  agt.  Moore,  (15  K  T.  Sep.  482,)  the  party 
who  lost  his  life,  was  a  child  of  the  age  of  twelve  years,  and  the 
action  was  brought  by  the  administrator  for  the  benefit  of  the 
mother,  who  it  was  admitted  was  the  sole  heir  and  next  of 
kin  to  the  child ;  a  recovery  was  had  and  the  judgment  was 


SKW-YOBJS.  PRACTICE  BEPORia  269 

Green  agt  The  Hudson  Riyer  R.  R  Ca 

gostained  by  the  coart  of  appeals.  Judge  Comstoce,  in  giv- 
ing tlie  opinion  says,  that,  the  only  condition  on  which  the 
right  of  the  administrator  to  sue  under  the  statute  depends,  is 
the  common  law  right  of  the  injured  person  to  maintain  an 
action  if  he  were  living,  and  that  it  is  not  required  that  the 
person  killed  should  be  a  husband,  father  or  protector,  al- 
though the  legislature  in  passing  the  act  were  doubtless 
mainly  influenced  by  the  evident  justice  of  compelling  the 
wrongdoer  to  compensate  families  dependent,  in  a  greater  or 
less  degree,  for  support,  on  the  life  of  the  deceased. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Oldfield  agt.  Barlem  R.  R. 
Co.^  (4  Kem.  810,)  in  which  case  the  court  also  held  that  no 
special  pecuniar^  injury  arising  &om  the  death  need  be 
averred  or  proved  in  order  to  enable  the  party  to  recover 
damages.  Lucas  agt  The  New  -  York  Central  Railroad  Com- 
pany^ (21  BarK  245,)  was  an  action  brought  by  a  husband  in 
his  own  right,  and  as  administrator  of  his  deceased  wife,  who 
was  instantly  killed  while  on  the  cars  of  the  defendant's 
railroad.  .  The  complaint  was  demurred  to  both  on  the  ground 
of  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  and  because  there  was  no 
averment  that  the  deceased  left  any  next  of  kin.  It  was 
held  defective  on  both  grounds,  and  the  court,  Mr.  Justice 
Welles  giving  the  opinion,  say,  that  if  there  is  neither  wife 
or  next  of  kin,  there  can  be  no  such  pecuniary  damages  re- 
covered as  the  act  contemplates.  They  waived  the  other' 
question  as  one  not  necessarily  presented,  to  wit :  whether  an 
action  would  lie  for  the  death  of  a  wife  under  the  statute  in 
any  case. 

At  the  Madison  circuit  in  March,  1857,  the  suit  of  Lorenzo 
DidjpenSf  adm\  of  Sally  Dickens^  his  wife  agt.  The  New  -  Ycyrh 
Central  Railroa4  Company,  was  brought  to  trial,  and  resulted 
in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  It  was  brought  under  the  stat- 
ute, and  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  deceased  was  instantly 
killed  by  being  run  over  by  defendant's  cars,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff as  her  husband,  and  others  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased, 
suffered  loss  and  damage  thereby.  It  was  admitted  that  the 
deceased  left  no  children  or  father  or  mother,  but  two  brothers 
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and  a  sister  suryived  her.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was 
made  at  the  general  term  in  the  sixth  district,  and  after  argu* 
ment  the  motion  was  denied,  and  the  reeoverj  sustained.  I 
have  been  ftimished  with  the  opinion  delivered  by  Judge 
Balcom,  in  which  the  other  judges  concurred  as  is  stated,  on 
the  ground  that  the  decision  in  Quinn  v,  Moore^  had  settled 
the  question  that  the  plaintiff,  as  administrator  of  his  wife, 
could  sustain  the  action.  In  the  opinion  of  Justice  Balcom, 
it  is  held  that  if  the  plaintiff's  wife  had  not  died,  the  defend- 
ant would  have  been  liable  to  an  action  for  the  damages  oc- 
casioned by  the  injury.  He  does  not  notice  the  distinction 
taken  by  Judge  Harris,  that  an  action  could  not  have  been 
maintained  by  the  wife  if  she  had  survived,  but  holds  that 
inasmuch  as  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable  to  an 
action,  if  the  wife  had  survived,  the  condition  of  the  statute 
is  fulfilled,  and  the  right  of  the  administrator  to  sue  is  clear. 
He  also  holds  that  the  action  can  be  maintained  by  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  deceased,  although  such  deceased 
person  left  no  husband  or  wife,  or  next  of  kin  surviving,  who 
could  ever  have  any  legal  daim  upon  such  person  if  living  for 
services  or  support 

This  decision  covers  all,  and  more  than  is  claimed  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  for  the  averment  here  is,  that  the 
deceased  left  a  mother  her  next  of  kin,  who  was  dependent  on 
the  deceased  for  her  support,  and  who,  by  reason  of  the  death, 
has  not  only  been  deprived  of  this  support,  but  has  sustained 
other  specific  damages. 

I  do  not  profess  to  be  entirely  satisfied  with  the  law  as  laid 
down  in  this  case,  and  I  follow  it  with  some  hesitation.  But 
highly  respecting  the  source  from  which  it  comes,  and  yield- 
ing to  it  as  a  decision  of  a  co-terminous  district,  made  at  a 
general  term,  I  think  I  am  bound  by  its  authority. 

The  result  is,  that  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  demurrer,  with  leave  to  defendant  to  answer  on  pay- 
ment of  costs. 
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STJPEEME  COURT. 
Main  and  others  agt.  Fops. 

In  granting  an  allowance  under  the  Oode  in  case  of  a  reference,  the  osr* 
tsfiMie  of  the  referee  fbmished  to  the  oourt  to  show  what  has  been  done  in 
tiie  case,  is  proper  ftir  thai  purpose.    But  the  eowi  grants  the  allowance  in  sach 


Where  a  motion  for  an  allowance  is  made  to  a  judge  at  chambers  in  the  flist  dis- 
trict, on  a  notice  of  two  days,  and  is  opposed  without  objection  as  to  the  time 
of  the  notice,  it  cannot  be  again  raised  on  a  subsequent  motion  to  set  aside  the 
order  for  iiregularitf. 

In  the  first  district,  all  motions  except  ftnr  new  trials  maj  be  made  at  chamben, 
and  this  includes  motions  for  ah  allowance^  which  are  required  by  the  Oode  to 
be  made  by  the  oourt 

Besides,  an  order  made  at  chambers  (in  the  first  district)  is  always  made  during 
the  term  of  the  courts  as  a  special  tenn  is  always  held  during  the  hours  of  at* 
tending  at  chambers. 

New  -  T(yrh  Sjpeddl  TerrOy  Jvly,  1858. 

MonoK  to  set  aside  an  allowance  for  irregularitj. 

Ingbaham,  Justice.  The  judgment  in  this  case  was  in  de- 
fendant's favor,  and  he  applied  fcr  an  allowance,  which  was 
granted.  The  motion  was  made  on  a  notice  of  two  days  to  a 
judge  at  chambers. 

The  plaintiff  moves  to  set  aside  the  allowance  for  irregu- 
larity. 

1.  Because  the  referee  could  not  grant  an  allowance.  This 
is  so,  and  it  was  not  in  this  case  granted  by  the  referee.  His 
certificate  was  furnished  to  the  court  to  show  what  had  been 
done  in  the  case,  and  was  proper  for  that  purpose. 

2.  That  the  notice  should  have  been  a  notice  of  eight  days. 
If  such  a  notice  was  necessary,  unless  the  time  was  shortened 
by  the  judge,  the  plaintiff  should  have  made  the  objection  on 
the  day  of  making  the  motion.  If  he  suffers  a  motion  to  be 
made  on  a  short  notice  without  objection,  he  cannot  afterwards 
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take  advantage  of  it  in  another  motion.  He  had  two  days'  no- 
tice of  motion  and  should  have  then  opposed  it. 

8.  The  Code  provides  that  the  allowance  shall  be  made  by 
the  court,  and  so  does  the  amendment  of  1858.  That  is  the 
general  rule  in  all  motions,  but  the  Code  also  provides  that  in 
the  first  district  all  motions  except  for  new  trials,  may  be  made 
at  chambers.  This  includes  motions  for  an  allowance.  Be- 
sides this,  an  order  made  at  chambers  is  always  made  during 
the  term  of  the  court,  as  a  special  term  is  always  held  during 
the  hours  of  attending  at  chambers. 

The  allowance  is  small  and  appears  to  be  proper,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  reasons  stated  by  the  plaintiff 's  counsel  to  call 
for  an  order  to  vacate  the  order  granting  them. 

Motion  denied. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

Yalbntine  Fbeligh  agt.  James  D.  Bbikk  and  Noah 

Snideb. 

A  confession  of  judgment  was  made  on  a  statement  which  reads  as  follows :  "  The 
above  indebtedness  arose  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiff,  dated  June  21st,  1854,  in  the  sum  of  seven  hundred  dollars  with  inter- 
est ;  that  amount  of  money  being  had  by  the  defendants  of  the  plaintifl|  and 
upon  which  there  is  this  day  due  the  sum  of  seven  hundred  and  eighty-two  dol- 
lars and  seven  cents;  together  with  eighty  dollars  and  forty-one  cents,  now 
due  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendants  as  costs  in  an  action  brought  against  the 
defendants  by  the  plaintiff  on  said  promissory  note,  in  the  supreme  court,  which 
suit  is  now  discontinued  by  the  plaintiff  upon  this  confession  of  judgment  to 
'  him  by  the  defendants.*' 

Bddf  that  the  statement  was  wholly  inadequate  to  sustain  the  judgment  The  mo- 
tion to  set  the  judgment  aside  granted,  with  $10  costi^ 

Orange  Special  Term,  June,  1858. 

Motion  to  set  aside  judgment  by  <K>nfession. 

Schoonmakeb  &  WisauBBOO^  for  the  motion. 
E,  Whttakeb,  contra. 
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Brown,  Justice.  Jeremiali  Russell,  a  judgment  creditor  of 
ihe  defendants,  Brink  &  Snider,  moves  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment entered  bj  confession  in  this  action,  for  the  insufficiency 
of  the  statement,  which  is  in  the  following  words :  "  The  above 
indebtedness  arose  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff,  dated  June  21st,  1864,  in  the  sum  of  seven 
hundred  dollars,  with  interest,  that  amount  of  money  being 
had  by  the  defendants  of  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  whicb  there 
is  this  day  due  the  sum  of  seven  hundred  and  eighty -two  del-- 
lars  and  seven  cents,  together  with  eighty  dollars  and  forty- 
one  cents,  now  due  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendants  as  costs 
in  an  action  brought  against  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiff  on 
said  promissory  note,  in  the  supreme  court,  which  suit  is  now 
discontinued  by  the  plaintiff  upon  this  confession  of  judgment 
to  him  by  the  defendants." 

So  much  of  the  statement  as  refers  to  the  promissory  note 
as  the  fact  out  of  which  the  debt  arose,  is  of  no  avail  to  sustain 
the  judgment  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Chappell  agt. 
Chappelly  (2  Keman^  215,)  for  the  reason  there  given  that  the 
note  is  but  presumptive  evidence  of  the  debt,  and  not  the  debt 
itself  which  arose  out  of  &.cts  dehors  the  instrument,  and  ante- 
cedent to  or  simultaneous  with  its  execution.  The  reference 
to  the  note  is  immediately  followed  by  the  words,  "that 
amount  of  money  being. had  by  the  defendants  of  the  plain- 
tiff" And  the  force  and  validity  of  the  judgment  would  seem 
to  depend  solely  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  &ct  therein  stated. 
The  case  of  ChappeU  agt.  OhappeUj  is  also  authority  for  the 
construction  that  "  the  object  of  the  statute  is  to  improve  the 
condition  of  other  creditors  by  compelling  parties  to  spread 
upon  the  record  a  more  particular  and  specific  statement  of 
the  facts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose,  thus  enabling 
them  by  a  comparison  of  that  statement  with  the  known  cir- 
cumstances and  relations  of  the  debtor,  to  form  a  more  accurate 
opinion  as  to  his  integrity  in  confessing  the  judgment  than  was 
possible  under  the  former  system."  In  Dunham  agt  Wa^- 
man,  (6  Ahboa$  Pr.  Bepa.  857,)  the  court  of  appeals  also  deter- 
mined that  section  888  of  the  Code  was  designed  to  require  by 
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implication  what  the  act  to  preyent  abuses  in  the  practice  of 
the  law,  &o.,  passed  April  21st,  1818,  reqtdred  by  express 
words ;  that  is  to  say,  a  particular  statement  and  specification  of 
the  nature  and  consideration  of  the  debt  or  demand,  and  in 
case  such  demand  should  arise  upon  a  note,  bond  or  other 
specialty,  that  the  origin  and  consideration  of  the  same  should 
be  particularly  set  forth.  Lawless  agt  Hackett^  (16  John.  Bqp. 
149,)  arose  under  the  act  of  1818,  and  it  was  there  held  that  a 
statement  as  general  as  the  common  counts  in  a  declaration 
was  not  sufficient.  In  Dunham  agt  Waterman^  the  statement 
was  a  note  given  upon  settlement  of  accounts,  which  was  held 
insufficient,  and  the  doctrine  was  re-asserted  that  a  statement 
as  gen^eral  as  the  common  counts  was  insufficient  to  sustain  the 
judgment.  The  account  stated,  and  the  indebitatus  assumpsit 
for  money  had  and  received,  &c.,  were  bo'th  common  counts 
under  the  old  forms  of  pleading,  and  we  have  seen  that  a  state- 
ment of  a  debt  as  general,  as  either  is  ineffisclual  to  sustain  a 
judgment  by  confession.  The  language  of  the  statement  in 
this  case  is  quite  as  general  and  is  indeed  substantially  the 
same,  as  the  language  of  the  count  for  money  had  and  received, 
and  falls  within  the  principle  of  the  two  cases  to  which  I  have 
referred.  To  say :  "  that  amount  of  money  being  had  by  the 
defendants  of  the  plaintijff,"  without  saying  when  and  in 
what  sums  had  or  under  what  circumstances,  and  for  what  ob- 
jects or  purposes, — whether  as  a  gift  or  a  loan,  or  for  money 
collected  and  misapplied,  or  in  payment  of  property  not  de- 
livered, or  upon  anyother  contract  which  the  defendants  failed 
to  execute,  is  to  withhold  and  conceal  from  the  other  creditors 
of  the  defendants  the  most  material  facts  out  of  which  the  debt 
arose.  Suppose  the  statement  had  said  that  the  sum  of  seven 
hundred  dollars  was  for  so  much  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
for  the  defendants,  without  saying  in  what  sums,  at  what  times, 
to  what  persons,  or  for  what  objects  and  purposes,  could  it 
have  been  regarded  as  sufficient  ?  Would  it  have  furnished 
the  creditors  with  any  luseful  information  ?  And  would  not 
such  a  lean  and  narrow  statement  have  been  a  clear  and  pal- 
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pable  evamon  of  the  spirit  of  tbe  statute  as  construed  and  ex- 
pounded by  the  court  of  appeals  ? 

Begarding  the  statement  as  wholly  inadequate  to  sustain  the 
judgment,  the  motion  to  set  it  aside  is  granted  with  ten  dollars 
costs  to  the  moving  party. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Campbell,  Receiver,  &g^  agt  Foster  and  others. 

Where  a  etmipkBint  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  creditor's  bOl,  doee  not  allege  that 
an  execution  baa  been  i^nied  to  the  stieriff  of  the  county  where  the  defendant 
resides^  or  If  he  do  not  reside  in  the  state,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  countj  where 
the  judgment  roU  is  filed,  and  its  return  unsatisfied,  such  a  complaint  is  en- 
tirely insiifficient  to  authorize  an  order  imder  §  292  of  the  Codo,  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receirer,  Ao. 

Where  a  judgment  debtor  has  an  interest  in  a  trust  fund  by  which  he  is  entitled 
to  a  certain  portion  of  the  annual  profits  arising  from  the  principal  sum  in- 
vested, liis  creditors  are  entitled  to  nothing  under  an  order  issued  in  proceed- 
ings supplementary  to  execution,  not  actually  payable  to  the  debtor  <U  Ihe  Ume 
ihe  order  ii  issued. 

New  -  York  Special  lirm^  April,  1858. 
Motion  to  dismiss  complaint. 

Clerke,  Justice.  The  validity  of  the  appointment  of  the 
receiver  depends  entirely  upon  the  order  issued  pursuant  to 
section  292  of  the  Code.  The  proceeding  authorized  by  this 
section  is  a  special  proceeding ;  and  no  order,  dt  least  of  a 
judge  out  of  court,  is  valid  which  is  not  issued  on  the  grounds 
especially  prescribed  by  the  section.  Among  these  essential 
grounds,  it  is  provided  that  an  execution  shall  have  issued  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  the  defendant  resides,  or  if  he 
do  not  reside  in  the  state,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  where 
the  judgment  roll,  &c.,  is  filed.    In  the  complaint  before  me  no 
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such  allegation  appears,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed,  that  no  sach 
essential  fact  exists  as  the  residence  of  the  defendant  in  the 
county  where  the  execution  was  issued.  For  this  reason,  I 
think  the  whole  proceedings  and  the  appointment  of  the  re- 
ceiver are  void. 

Even  if  the  order  were  valid,  I  think  the  action  must  fidL 
It  seeks  to  reach  the  proceeds  of  an  income  accruing  after  the 
date  of  the  order.  The  judgment  debtor  had  indeed  an  tnfer- 
est,  employing  the  word  in  a  general  sense,  in  a  trust,  which  en- 
titled her  to  a  certain  portion  of  the  annual  profits  arising  from 
the  principal  sum  of  which  the  trust  consisted.  *  She  had  an 
interest  in  this  trust,  so  far  as  these  accruing  profits  were  con- 
cerned, but  no  ferther ; — ^I  mean  she  had  no  such  interest  as 
would  entitle  her  to  the  actual  control  of  the  subject  matter  of 
the  property.  Her  creditors,  therefore,  are  entitled  to  nothing 
under  proceedings  of  this  nature,  not  actually  payable  to  her 
at  the  time  the  order  is  iissued.  But  this  complaint  claims  not 
only  what  was  due  at  the  time  of  the  date  of  the  order,  but  a 
portion  of  what  may  accrue  from  year  to  year,  until  the  whole 
debt  shall  be  paid.  If  a  trust  of  this  kind  can  be  at  all  reached 
by  a  creditor,  I  feel  a  very  strong  conviction,  that  it  cannot 
by  any  instrumentality  of  this  kind. 

Complaint  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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Bmifli  agt  The  New-Yoric  and  New-Haven  Baflroad  Oompaaj. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Charles  J.  Smith,  Appellant  agt  The  New- York  and 
New-Haven  Railroad  Company,  Respondents. 

A  canae  of  action  against  a  common  carrier  fbr  negligence  in  not  deUveiing  spe- 
dflo  artidea  of  penonal  property,  is  asngnable. 

Kings  Oenerai  Term^  Odoher^  1857. 

Present:  3.  B.  Strong,  Emott  anc?  Birbseye,  Justices, 

This  action  was  oommenced  by  summons  issued  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Westchester,  on  the  26th 
day  of  January,  1856,  returnable  February  8th,  1856,  at  which 
time  the  parties  appeared,  and  the  plaintiff  filed  his  complaint 
in  writing  against  the  defendants  as  common  carriers,  for  neg- 
ligence in  not  delivering  to  one  Sanford  Hallock,  at  Mount 
Yemon,  in  said  county,  four  barrels  of  flour  and  one  barrel  of 
crackers,  of  the  value  of  $48.50,  with  assignment  of  claim  to 
the  plaintiff 

To  which* complaint  the  defendants  demurred  orally:  1st 
That  the  complaint  contained  no  cause  of  action.  2d.  That 
the  said  daim  was  not  assignable. 

February  23d,  1856.  The  demurrer  was  sustained,  and 
judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendants.  January  10th,  1867, 
the  said  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  county  court  of  West- 
chester county.  And  an  appeal  from  that  judgment  was  taken 
to  the  general  term. 

P.  L.  McClelan,^  appellant. 

R  H.  Coles  and  Cyrus  IlAW^os^  for  respondents. 

By  the  court — ^Emott,  Justice.  In  McKee  a^.  «7ue2i,  (2  Kem. 
622,)  the  court  of  appeals  held,  that  where  goods  had  been 
wrongftilly  taken  and  converted,  and  the  owner  afterwards  hav- 
ing become  insolvent,  made  a  general  assignment  of  all  his 
property  and  things  in  action  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors, 
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the  right  of  action  for  damages  passed,  and  a  suit  could  be 
maintained  for  the  conversion  by  the  assignee;  and  since  the 
Code  in  his  own  name.  In  Zabriskte  agt  SmiOi^  (3  Kem.  822,) 
the  same  court  held  that  a  right  of  action  for  damages  sus- 
tained in  consequence  of  a  £dse  representation  as  to  the  credit 
or  solvency  of  a  third  person,  was  not  assignable.  The  learned 
judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  the  latter  case,  declares  the 
former  decision  to  be  good  law,  and  that  the  court  do  not  in- 
tend to  overrule  it.  It  is  evident,  however,  that  the  present 
action  must  come  within  the  decision  in  McKee  agt.  Judd. 
Actions  and  rights  ef  action,  for  the  conversion  of  personal 
property,  are  distinguished  from  actions  for  deceit  and  felse 
representations,  it  seems,  because  the  former  b^  considered  as 
more  properly  in  the  language  of  the  supreme  court  of  Penn- 
sylvania in  O^DonneU  agt.  Styhert^  (13  Serg.  S  R.  64,)  actions 
**  of  property."  That  is,  I  suppose,  they  are  actions  relating 
to  and  founded  on  the  ownership  of  certain  definite  articles  of 
property.  It  is  quite  obvious,  I  think,  that  an  action  against 
a  common  carrier  for  not  transporting  specific  articles  com- 
mitted to  his  charge,  comes  as  clearly  within  this  category  as 
an  action  for  taking  or  detaining  such  property.  If  the  de- 
fendants in  this  case  were  charged  with  absolutely  converting 
this  property  to  their  own  use,  the  party  who  had  sustained 
the  injury  could  assign  his  right  of  action  for  it  by  the  express 
authority  of  McKee  agt.  Jvdd,  Would  it  not  be  absurd  to  say 
that  an  equally  entire  loss  of  the  property  to  the  owner,  occa- 
sioned by  the  wilful  or  negligent  conduct  of  the  defendants, 
while  intrusted  with  the  property  as  carriers,  will  create  so 
different  a  kind  of  demand  or  cause  of  action,  that  it  cannot 
be  transferred  or  assigned? 

In  Zahriskde  agt  Smith,  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the 
prevailing  opinion,  adopted  a  test  of  the  assignability  of  causes 
in  action,  which,  I  think,  wiU  clearly  sustain  the  present  suit. 
The  rule  by  which  the  cause  of  action  in  that  case  was  held 
not  to.be  assignable,  was  that  it  would  not  survive  to  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  a  party  in  case  of  his  death.  The  same 
test  had  been  applied  in  several  previous  cases.    {Raymond 
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agt  Fitch,  2    Orompt.,  Meea.  A  Welsh.  688 ;  The  People  agt. 
Tioga  C.  P.,  19  Wend.  76;  Oomeggs  agt  Vase,  1  Pe^.  213.) 

It  might  be  contended  that  such  a  case  as  the  present,  is 
clearly  within  the  equity  of  the  statute,  giving  to  executors, 
&c.,  actions  of  trespass  against  any  person  who  shall  have 
wasted,  destroyed,  taken  or  carried  away,  or  converted  to  his 
own  use  the  goods  of  the  deceased.  (2  B.  S.  114,  §  4.)  But 
there  is  another  statute  which  was  not  adverted  to  by  the  court 
in  the  case  in  8  Keman,  but  by  which  such  a  cause  of  action 
as  the  respo^dent  relies  upon  in  this  case,  will  survive  in  case 
of  a  death  of  a  party  injured.  By  2  R  S.  447,  §  1,  "for 
wrongs  done  to  the  property,  rights  or  interests  of  another,  for 
which  an  action  might  be  maintained  against  the  wrongdoer, 
such  actions  may  be  brought  by  the  person  injured,  or  after 
his  death  by  his  executors  or  administrators,  against  such 
?nx>ngdoer,  and  after  his  death  against  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators, in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  effect  in  all  re- 
spects, as  actions  founded  on  contracts."  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  rule  of  the  common  law  was  otherwise,  as  stated  in 
Zabrishie  agt  Smith.  But  I  am  not  able  to  see  any  greater 
doubt  that  this  statute  was  intended  to  change  the  rule  of  the 
common  law,  and  did  establish  a  different  rule  as  to  all  cases 
but  those  of  meTepersonai  injuries  not  affecting  property,  rights 
or  interests  of  another  as  such.  The  wrong  need  not  be  done 
to  any  specific  property  if  it  affect  a  right  or  an  interest  These 
are  terms  of  wide  signification.  They  might  and  probably 
would  include  the  right  of  personal  security  and  of  the  enjoy- 
ment of  character.  So  the  revisers  and  the  legislators  seem  to 
have  understood  and  intended.  The  revisers,  in  their  note  to 
this  and  the  next  section,  (S  R  S.  781,  2d  ed.,)  say :  "  The 
maxim  that  a  personal  action  dies  with  the  person,  has  long 
ceased  to  be  true.  Legislatures  and  courts  have  steadily  and. 
gradually  enlarged  the  liabilities  of  executors ;  but  there  still 
remain  some  cases  unprovided  for.  The  instance  of  overflow- 
ing land,  of  deceits  and  fidse  representations,  of  violation  of 
duty  by  public  ofl&cers,  as  sheriffs  for  escapes,  &o.,  and  many 
others^  might  be  mentioned  in  which  injured  parties  are  now 
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zemedilesfl.  The  exceptions,  it  is  believed,  aie  all  that  should 
be  made.  The  general  object  of  all  law  being  the  protection 
of  those  under  its  control,  by  affording  the  means  of  redressing 
their  wrongs,  it  is  not  perceived  how  the  death  of  the  wrong- 
doer should  exempt  his  property  from  the  burden  of  that  re- 
dress." The  intention  is  clearly  disclosed  here  to  abolish  sub- 
stantially the  rule  actio  personalis  moritur  cum  persona,  or  at 
least  to  narrow  its  application  to  mere  personal  torts.  That 
this  was  the  purpose  of  the  revisers,  and  that  it  was  adopted 
by  the  legislature,  is,  I  think,  plain  from  section  2  of  the  same 
article  which  immediately  succeeds  that  which  I  have  quoted, 
and  contains  the  exceptions  referred  to  in  the  revisers'  note. 
It  declares  that  the  preceding  section,  ''shall  not  extend  to 
actions  for  slander,  for  libel,  or  to  actions  of  assault  and  bat- 
tery, or  false  imprisonment,  nor  to  actions  on  the  case  for  in- 
juries to  the  person."  These  exceptions,  which  are  all  that 
were  intended  or  made,  show  how  far  the  legislature  meant  to 
go  in  preventing  the  abatement  of  causes  of  action.  If  they 
do  not  preserve  a  right  of  action  for  a  deceit  or  false  represen- 
tation, which  is  not  the  question  here,  and  which  probably  was 
not  considered  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Zabridde  agt  SraiO^ 
since  these  sections  were  not  adverted  to,  they  must  certainly 
continue  a  right  of  action  for  a  neglect  of  duty  in  the  custody 
or  the  conveyance  of  property.  I  cannot  see  any  question  that 
such  a  right  of  action  is  within  the  purview  of  the  first  section 
and  not  within  the  exceptions  in  the  second.  If  this  be  so, 
and  if  the  power  to  transmit  to  personal  representatives  and 
to  assign  are  convertible  propositions,  as  has  been  said  by  high 
authority,  then  the  action  was  properly  brought. 

The  justice  was  wrong  in  sustaining  the  demurrer,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  coimty  court  reversing  his  decision  must  be 
affirmed. 
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Upon  a  oomplaint  properly  framed,  and  making  a  case  of  a  charge  created  by  a 
married  woman  upon  her  separate  estate^  she  can  be  compelled  to  discover  every 
matter  as  to  her  estate  and  her  responsibility,  which  could  properly  be  in- 
quired into  if  she  werea/eiTM  aoU, 

And  this  is  bo  where  the  husband  is  a  party  for  conformity  merely ;  and  if  for 
want  of  a  proper  objection  for  a  mi^oinder  of  causes  of  action,  a  bill  could  be 
allowed  to  proceed  as  against  him  upon  a  personal  liability,  and  also  against  her 
separate  estate,  the  discovery  could  not  be  refhsed ;  but  the  answer  of  the  wife 
in  such  case  could  not  be  used  against  her  husband. 

The  rules  of  a  court  of  equity  must  in  principle  be  applicable,  with  the  alterations 
in  the  method  and  details  of  discovery  made  necessary  by  the  provinons  of 
sections  39q  and  391  of  the  Code.  And  so  fiir  as  a  married  woman  could  be 
called  upon  to  discover  upon  a  properly  framed  bill  of  disco  veiy  before  the  Gode^ 
she  may  be  called  upon  to  answer  now. 

Upon  an  application  for  the  examination  of  a  married  woman,  to  discover  her 
separate  property,  an  objection  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  cannot  be  taken.  Such  an  objection,  how- 
ever, can  be  taken  on  the  trial 

Oeneral  Term,  June,  24^,  1858. 

Before  Bosworth,  Hoffhak,  Slosson,  Woodruff  and 

PlERREPONT,  Justices, 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  defendants  upon  a  bill 
of  exchange,  drawn  by  the  husband  and  indorsed  by  his  wife, 
for  $510.78.  The  complaint  alleged  that  the  consideration  for 
the  bill,  was  the  board,  meat,  drink,  lodging,  attendance  and 
other  necessaries  furnished  by  the  plaintiff's  assignor  to  the  de- 
fendants, and  for  labor  and  services,  and  lent  money,  also  per* 
formed  and  furnished  to  the  defendants  within  a  certain  period. 
The  complaint  then  alleged  and  charged  that  the  defendant 
Wilhelmina  A.  Heningsen,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  Charles 
Frederick  Heningsen,  was  possessed  of  and  owned  in  her  own 
right  and  as  of  her  absolute  property  separate  and  apart  from 
her  said  husband,  and  not  subject  to  his  control,  and  which 
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had  been  acquired  and  receiTed  by  her  from  persons  other  than 
her  said  husband,  certain  peTSonal  property  and  real  estate,  fer 
exceeding  the  sum  of  $510.78,  and  of  which  she  still  had  the 
separate  use  and  control,  and  power  of  disposition,  sufficient  to 
charge  and  create  a  lien  upon  the  same  by  the  bUl  of  exchange 
and  the  indorsement  thereof  specifying  on  information  and  be- 
lief, said  real  and  personal  property  so  held  by  the  wife ;  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  set  forth  with  any  greater  particularity 
the  description,  amounts,  character,  value,  situation  or  details 
of  any  of  said  property,  nor  whether  the  same  was  incumbered 
or  not,  and  had  no  means  of  ascertaining  any  of  such  other  de- 
tails, except  from  an  examination  of  said  defendant  Wilhelmina, 
upon  oath,  under  the  order  and  direction  of  the  court.    It  was 
also  alleged,  that  the  said  Wilhelmina^  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  the  said  consideration  of  the  biU  of  exchange,  and  with  in- 
tent to  secure  the  payment  of  said  sum  and  to  charge  and  cre- 
ate a  lien  on  her  said  separate  estate  and  property,  and  to  bind 
the  same  for  the  said  sum  of  money,  with  the  knowledge  and 
assent  of  her  husband,  indorsed  the  said  bill,  and  delivered  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  whereby  she  ordered  and  ap- 
pointed the  contents  thereof  to  be  paid  to  said  assignor;  and 
that  afterwards  and  before  the  said  bill  became  due,  it  was  pre- 
sented to  the  said  drawer  thereoj^  who  refused  to  accept  the 
same,  whereof  the  defendants  had  notice.    The  plaintiff  de- 
manded relief  that  the  said  Wilhelmina  might  set  forth  and 
discover  upon  oath  in  such  manner  as  the  court  might  direct, 
the  amount,  value,  character,  situations,  descriptions,  and  other 
details  of  her  said  separate  property ;  and  that  the  said  bill 
of  exchange  and  the  said  indorsement  thereof,  and  the  con- 
tract and  obligation  entered  into  and  incurred  thereby,  which 
became  fixed  by  the  non-acceptance  and  refusal  aforesaid  and 
the  notice  thereof  to  her,  might  be  declared  by  the  court  a 
charge  and  lien  in  equity  upon,  and  to  bind  her  said  separate 
estate  and  property,  and  the  income  thereof,  or  at  least  so 
much  thereof  as  consisted  of  personal  property,  and  of  the  in- 
come of  the  said  real  estate,,  to  an  extent  sufficient  to  pay  the 
said  sum  of  $510.78  with  interest,  &c.^  and  that  such  separate 
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•State  and  property  might  be  subjected  and  applied  to  thesat- 
ts&ction  of  said  sum,  &c. ;  and  that  a  receiver  be  appointed,, 
and  injunction  issued,  &c. 

The  separate  answers  of  the  defendants  denied,  under  path, 
specifically  and  generally,  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  ex- 
cept that  the  husband  admitted  the  making,  execution  and  de- 
livery of  the  bill  of  exchange,  but  that  it  was  .indorsed  by  his 
wife,  without  any  knowledge  of  its  consideration.  The  de- 
fendant Wilhelmina,  for  a  further  answer,  alleged  that  at  no 
time  or  times,  as  mentioned  in  said  complaint,  was  she^  or  was 
she  then  possessed  of  or  owned  in  her  own  right,  or  as  of  her 
absolute  property,  any  estate,  either  real  or  personal  or  mixed,  of 
any  kind  or  value  whatever,  except  her  necessary  wearing  ap- 
parel, which  was  exempt  from  execution ;  aikd  that  at  no  time 
or  times  as  mentioned  in  said  complaint,  had  she  owned  or  had  . 
the  control  of  any  income  or  property  of  any  kind  whatever.     • 

On  the  26th  of  December,  1857,  the  following  order  by  the 
court  was  made  and  entered :  "  At  chambers,  December  26th, 
1857.  The  plaintiff  having  duly  sxunmoned  the  defendant^ 
Wilhelmina  A.  Heningsen,  to  appear  before  me  and  be  ex- 
amined as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  pursuant  to  section  S91 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  and  having  given  the  notice  of  such 
examination  required  by  said  section  to  both  the  defendants, 
and  the  said  Wilhelmina  appearing  before  me  by  her  counsel, 
Edmon  Blankman,  Esq.,  and  objecting  to  such  examination : 
Now  on  reading  the  pleadings  in  this  action,  and  hearing  said 
counsel  for  Wilhelmina  A.  Heningsen,  and  A.  R.  Dyett,  Esq., 
coimsel  for  the  plaintiff:  Ordered  that  such  examination  be 
and  hereby  is  refdsed,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  application  for 
said  examination  be  and  hereby  is  denied,  and  that  said  defend- 
ant Wilhelmina  A.  Heningsen  be  not  examined  as  desired  and 
applied  for  by  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  with  ten  dollars  costs, 
to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  defendants."  From  this  order 
the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

A.  R.  BYEnrr^  far  plaintiff. 
E.  BjJiSKMAN^  for  defendants. 
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By  the  court— Hoffican,  Justice.  We  do  not  think  that 
the  case  of  HoBhrouck  agt.  Vandervoori^  (4  Sandford^  596,)  af- 
firmed in  the  court  of  appeals,  (6  Sdden^  158,)  involves  the 
proposition  that  the  defendant  Wilhelmina  cannot  be  exam- 
ined to  any  matter  whatever,  merely  because  she  is  a  party 
with  her  husband  on  the  record,  in  an  action  in  which  judg- 
ment can  be  had  against  him. 

It  is  not  to  be  contested  that  upon  a  bill  in  chancery  prop- 
erly framed  and  making  a  case  of  a  charge  created  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  upon  her  separate  estate,  she  could  be  compelled 
to  discover  every  matter  as  to  her  estate  and  her  responsibility 
which  could  be  properly  inquired  into,  if  she  were  9^  feme  sole. 
If  her  husband  is  a  party  for  conformity  merely,  no  possible  dif- 
ficulty can  arise  upon  proceedings  to  obtain  such  a  discovery  ; 
and  if  for  want  of  a  proper  objection  for  a  misjoinder  of  causes 
of  action,  a  bill  would  be  allowed  to  proceed  as  against  him 
upon  a  personal  liability,  and  also  against  her  separate  estate, 
it  is  not  perceived  that  the  rule  would  be  inapplicable,  and 
the  discovery  refused.  In  such  cases,  the  answer  of  the  wife 
cannot  be  used  against  the  husband.  {Anon.j  2  Ch.  (h.S9; 
Murray  agt.  Barlee,  4  SimonSj  84,  and  Mapes  agt  Barlee^  there 
died;  Francis  agt  Wigzeli^  1  Mad,  Rep.  288;  OUway  agt 
Wing^  12  Simxms^  90 ;  1  HoffmwfCa  Ch.  Pr.  280,  and  a,  and 
notes  ;  Codington  agt  Mirl  o/SkeCboume^  2  Dick.  475.) 

The  889th  section  of  the  Code  has  abolished  all  bills  of  dis- 
covery, and  the  method  prescribed  in  the  890th  and  89ist  sec- 
tions, is  the  substitute.  But  the  rules  of  a  court  of  equity 
must  in  principle  be  applicable,  with  the  alterations  in  the 
method  and  details  made  necessary. 

It  has  been  strongly  urged  that  this  complaint  makes  no 
case  against  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife ;  that  it  would  be 
held  bad  upon  a  demurrer  on  her  behalf  There  is  great 
strength  in  this  objection ;  and  it  is  provided  by  the  148th 
section  of  the  Code,  that  when  objections  the  subjects  of 
demurrer  under  section  144,  are  not  taken  by  demurrer  or  an- 
swer, they  shall  be  deemed  to  be  waived,  except  the  objection 
to  the  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  &ct8 
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snffioient  to  constitate  a  cause  of  action.  Accordingly  it  is 
held,  that  the  last  objection  may  be  taken  at  the  trial  (2  Dwer^ 
660 ;  19  Barbour,  186 ;  8  Sddm,  469.)  It  is  urged  that  such 
an  objection  must  avail  on  this  proceeding. 

But  in  the  case  in  the  court  of  appeals,  evidence  had  been 
gone  into,  and  the  case  as  presented  was,  that  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  made  out  upon  the  complaint  and  evidence.  \t  may 
be  remarked  that  if  the  objection  is  taken  upon  a  trial  and  sus- 
tained, the  party  has  the  ftdl  benefit  of  reviewing  and  correct- 
ing the  decision  by  an  appeal. 

But  we  do  not  think  that  this  defendant  can  avail  herself 
upon  such  an  application,  as  the  present  of  this  objection.  The 
principle  upon  which  it  would  be  allowed  would  admit  a  party 
to  take  the  same  objection  upon  any  interlocutory  motion  in 
the  cause,  such  as  for  a  commission,  which  certainly  would 
not  be  justifiable. 

It  follows  that  some  examination  can  be  permitted.  It  can 
be  permitted  as  to  the  existence,  situation  and  details  of  her 
separate  estate.  It  is  not  proper  to  attempt  to  declare  in  what 
other,  if  in  any  other  particulars,  it  can  be  allowed.  It  is  suf- 
ficient to  state  that  so  fiur  as  she  could  be  called  upon  to  dis- 
cover upon  a  properly  framed  bill  of  discovery  before  the  Code, 
she  may  be  called  upon  to  answer  here. 

Order  at  special  term  reversed  without  costs. 


SUPREME  OOUBT. 


ToK  E.  Lemen,  Bespondent  agt.  Daniel  H.  Wood  and 
others,  administrators,  &c.,  of  David  J.  Wood,  dec'd,  Ap- 
pellants.   And  three  other  causes  between  same  parties. 

Where  an  actkm  is  oommenoed  against  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime^  and  after  his 
death  is  allowed  bj  an  order  of  the  ooort  to  be  oontinued  against  his  adminis- 
tratori^  in  pnrsaanoe  of  seotbn  131  of  the  Oode,  the  administrators  are  liablt 
for  oostB^  withoat  anj  i^plioaition  to  the  ooort  therefor,  where  the  plaintiir  soo- 
oeeds  hi  the  actum,  and  is  entitled  to  costs. 
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The  Alti  MCtian,  Uik  ihwi,  chapter  nx  o/iheMeondpario/ihe  Bmnted  SkOuke,  ($ 
B.  S.  99,)  which  is  referred  to  as  the  exception  ooittaaned  in  section  317  of  the 
Code,  contemplates,  in  -conneotion  with  several  sections  which  precede  it,  an 
action  commenced  against  executors  or  administrators ;  not  one  commenced 
against  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime. 

Monroe  Chnerai  Termy  March^  1868. 

Before  Welles,  Smith  and  Johnson,  Jxistices. 

Appeal  from  order  at  special  term,  denying  motion  by  de- 
fendants to  set  aside  or  modiiy  judgnaent  for  plaintiff,  by  strik* 
ing  out  or  vacating  all  of  the  judgment  relating  to  costs,  &c. 

S.  Hubbard,  for  appeUanL 

J.  A.  Vandeblip,  for  respondmL 

Welle3|  Justice.  The  action  w«s  originally  brought 
against  David  J.  Wood,  to  recover  money  alleged  to  be  due  on 
^  contract  The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint,  which 
demurrer  was  sustained  at  special  term.  The  plaintiff  appealed 
to  the  general  term  from  the  order  sustaining  the  demurrer, 
and  after  the  appeal  was  perfected  and  before  the  same  was 
decided,  the  defendant,  the  said  David  J.  Wood,  died.  The 
action  was  continued  against  the  above  defendants  as  admin- 
istrators of  the  said  David  J.  Wood,  deceased,  by  an  or- 
der of  the  court  duly  made  on  motion.  The  general  term  re- 
versed the  order  sustaining  the  demurrer,  and  the  plaintiff 
perfected  final  j-udgment  against  the  above  named  defendants 
as  administrators  of,  &c.,  of  the  said  David  J.  Wood,  deceased, 
for  $566.56  damages,  and  $87.15  costs.  The  motion  was  to 
strike  out  from  the  judgment  the  award  of  costs,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  defendants  are  administrators,  and  the  judg- 
ment for  costs  was  entered  without  motion  to  the  court  there- 
for and  without  leave  granted  by  the  court 

The  defendants  claim  that  the  Revised  Statutes  prohibit  a 
recovery  for  costs  in  an  action  against  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, unless  ordered  by  the  court  on  application,  and  rely 
upon  2  R  &  90,  §  41.  The  Code,  section  317,  provides 
that  "  in  an  action  prosecuted  or  defended  by  an  executor, 
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administrator,  tnistee  of  an  express  trust,  or  a  person  expressly 
authorized  by  statute,  costs  shall  be  recovered  as  in  an  action 
bj  and  against  a  person  prosecuting  or  defending  in  his  own 
right,  but  such  costs  shall  be  chargeable  only  upon  or  col* 
lected  of  the  estate,  fond  or  party  represented,  unless,"  &c. 
"  But  this  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  allow  costs  against 
executors  or  administrators,  where  they  are  now  exempted 
therefix>m  by  section  forty *one  of  title  three,  chapter  six  of  the 
second  part  of  the  Revised  Statutes,^'  &c. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  section 
of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  to  which  reference  is  made,  applies  to 
and  should  govern  the  present  case.  In  this,  however,  I  can* 
not  agree.  That  section  clearly  contemplates,  in  connection 
with  several  sections  which  precede  it,  an  action  commenced 
against  executors  or  administrators.  Here  the  action  was 
commenced  against  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  and  after  his 
death  was  allowed  by  an  order  of  the  court  to  be  continued 
against  his  representatives,  in  pursuance  of  section  121  of 
the  Code.  This  circumstance  distinguishes  the  case  from 
Bradley  agt.  OoulcPs  executors^  (8  Denio^  261,)  which  is  relied 
upon  with  much  confidence  by  the  defendants'  counsel.  If 
we  are  right  in  holding  that  the  case  is  not  controlled  by 
the  Revised  Statutes,  then  the  plaintiff  was  by  section  817  of 
the  Code,  entitied  to  recover  costs. 

The  order  appealed  from,  should  be  affirmed  with  ten  dol- 
lars costs. 
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Note! 

The  following  letter  was  reoelyed  with  a  request  that  it  be  pabliahed  in  tiie 
present  nmnbw:— > 

"  BoraBijnov,  August  Blet^  1868. 
"N.  HowABD,  JR^  Esq. 

"  Dear  Sir :  I  regret  that  yon  haTe  published  the  opinions  deUvered  hy  me 
in  The  Bank  of  Havana  agt  Wickham  and  others,  and  BooseveU  agt  Draper  and 
offiers.  I  request  70U  to  say  in  the  next  number  of  your  Beports,  that  jou  pub- 
lished those  opinions  without  any  authority  fix)m  me. 

"The  opinion  m  TJie  Bank  of  Havana  agt  Wickham  and  others,  was  deUvered 
in  1857,  instead  of  1858 ;  and  it  was  not  concurred  in  by  all  of  the  justices  who 
held  the  term  at  which  the  cause  was  decided.  Besides,  some  portions  of  that 
opinion  are  not  correctly  printed.  The  cause  in  which  it  was  delivered  ia  now  in 
the  court  of  appeals;  and  I  did  not  intend  the  opinion  should  ever  be  published; 
certainly  not  unless  I  revised  it 

"  In  Booseveli  agt  Draper  and  others,  an  opinion  written  by  Justice  Hakrih^ 
was  presented  by  one  of  the  justices  who  sat  in  the  cause,  which  I  supposed  was 
ooncorred  in  by  at  least  one  of  the  justices,  and  was  filed  as  an  opinion  in  the 
cause.  That  opinion  should  have  been  published  with  mine.  Besides,  the  deci- 
sion was  made  at  a  general  term,  instead  of  a  spedal  term,  as  steted  by  you. 
Sufficient  facts  are  not  set  forth  in  either  case  for  a  correct  understanding  of  the 
decision.  Tou  will  lessen  the  value  of  your  Beports  by  publishing  opinions  with- 
out the  authority  of  the  judges  who  write  them. 

**  Beepectfully  yours, 

*'Ban80x  Baloov." 

KoT£. — ^It  always  has  been  the  general  rule  and  practice  to  report  in  this  work 
no  opinions  except  upon  the  direct  authority  of  the  judges  themselves,  or  sanc- 
tioned by  them,  through  responsible  attorneys  or  counsel.  It  has  sometimes  hap- 
pened that  this  general  rule  has  been  departed  fi^m,  where  opinions  which 
seemed  to  be  of  considerable  importance,  having  been  published  in  newspapers, 
have  been  taken  therefrom  without  any  other  authority  for  their  publication. 
Such  was  the  case  with  the  two  opinions  above  alluded  to  by  Judge  Bausoil 
The  Batik  of  Havana  case  was  taken  fix>m  the  DaOy  Atlas  and  Argus,  and  the 
Booseveli  case  was  taken  from  the  New-Tork  Daily  Times,  both  papers  usually 
very  correct  in  their  judicial  publications.  In  the  former  case  there  was  an  edi- 
torial article  in  the  paper,  calling  special  attention  to  the  opinion,  and  stating 
substantially  that  firom  the  importance  of  the  question,  and  the  repeated  inquiries 
for  the  opinion,  the  editors  had  procured  (without  stating  flrom  whom.)  a  copy  Ibr 
publication.  Kevertheless,  Judge  Balooh  is  entirely  correct  in  stating  that  no 
opinion  should  be  reported  without  the  authority  of  the  judge  who  writes  it— [Bkp. 
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Alezandsb  Bubt  and  Joshua  Bubt  agt  Bichabd  Powisl 

Where  a  dedaion  of  thia  court  is  pronounced  at  a  general  term  thereof,  and  is  mada 
the  decision  of  the  court,  whether  upon  a  question  of  latr,  equiiy  or  praetioef  it 
18  auihorUaUve  upon  the  questioos  presented,  and  binding  as  such  upon  tha 
judges  of  this  court,  and  upon  referees^  and  all  other  subordinate  tribunal^ 
and  in  all  places,  until  ovemded  on  re-consideration  by  the  general  tenn  or  re- 
vened  by  the  court  of  appeals. 

The  publication  of  the  opimons  of  sngle  judges  upon  practice  questions^  has 
doubtless  been  of  much  serrice,  and  has  greatly  expedited  the  construction  of 
the  Code,  which  has  called  upon  the  courts  to  construe  and  interpret  new  skal- 
utes  containing  a  great  variety  of  new  provisionB  in  473  distinct  sections^  and 
served  to  create  a  demand  for  a  more  extensive  publication  of  the  opinions  of 
single  judges,  than  at  any  former  period. 

Such  publications  have  disclosed  some  conflict  of  views  among  the  judges^  but 
this  is  of  small  consequence,  when  these  decisicms  are  conflidered  and  regarded 
as  they  rigjbtly  should  be^  not  as  dedsive  authority,  but  rather  m  the  light  of 
niai  prwa  decisions.  But  the  general  term  decisions  upon  questions  of  practice^ 
should  be  regarded  as  authoritative  and  followed  as  such,  as  much  so  as 
general  term  decisions  upon  questions  of  hiw. 

In  this  case,  it  appeared  that  the  referee  in  the  seventh  district,  made  his  repoi^ 
upon  which  judgment  waa  entered  upon  a  question  of  law,  which  was  right  im 
the  fiKse  and  eyes  of  a  reported  decision  upon  the  same  question  of  the  general 
term  hi  the  fifth  district  On  appeal,  the  general  term  of  the  seventh  district 
considered  it  their  duty  to  reverse  the  judgment  as  a  matter  of  course,  on  look- 
ing into  the  case  sufficient  to  discover  such  Act 

Argued  at  Jwne  General  Term^  1858,  at  Auburn.  Decided^ 
September  Term,  1858,  at  Bochester. 

Present :  Welles,  Johnson  and  Smith,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a  !«• 
feree.    The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

J.  T.  Miller,/^  appeUanL 
Geo.  "RATHBxnx^/or  respondent. 

By  the  conrfr-E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.    The  qneitionsr 
arising  upon  this  appeal,  are  precisely  the  same  presented  to^ 
YoL.  XVI.  19 
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ibe  court  in  the  case  of  Walker  agt.  Orane^  (17  Barb.  119.)  In 
that  case  theconstractioD,  force  and  validity  of  the  act  of  Marcli 
16th,  1862,  entitled,  "  An  act  to  facilitate  the  dissolution  of 
manu&ctoriDg  corporations  in  the  county  of  Herkimei^  and  to 
iecnre  the  payment  of  their  debts  without  preferences,"  was 
elaborately  discussed  and  fully  considered. 

The  able  opinion  of  Judge  Gridley  in  the  case,  appears  to 
have  been  concurred  in  by  the  four  judges  of  the  fifth  district, 
all  present  at  the  general  term.  By  chapter  64  of  acts  of  the 
sessions  of  1865,  page  66,  the  provisions  of  the  aforesaid  act 
are  applied  to  the  Seneca  CJounty  Woolen  Mills,  which  brings 
this  case  necessarily  within  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Walker 
agt  Crane^  and  also  within  the  case  of  The  Herkimer  County 
Bank  agt  Fttrman^  (17  Barb,  116.)  Those  decisions  both  pro- 
nounced at  the  same  general  term,  are  authoritative  decisions 
of  this  court  upon  the  questions  presented,  and  binding  as  such 
upon  the  judges  of  this  court  and  upon  re&rees,  and  all  other 
subordinatQ^  tribunals,  until  overruled  or  reversed.  The  report 
of  the  referee  in  this  action  being  in  distinct  conflict  with  such 
decision,  the  judgment  entered  thereupon  must,  of  course,  be 
reversed. 

The  referee  had  no  right  to  disregard  the  decision  of  the 
court  upon  the  express  point  before  him.  If  there  was  error 
in  that  decision,  the  court  itself  at  any  general  term  might  re- 
consider and  overrule  the  same.  Otherwise,  and  until  that  had 
been  done,  it  was  the  law  of  this  court  binding  as  aiUhoriiyui 
all  places,  until  reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals.  The  fiict 
that  the  referee  in  this  case,  supposed  himself  at  liberty  avow- 
edly to  render  a  judgment  in  open  conflict  with  a  decision  of 
the  court  at  general  term,  and  that  learned  counsel  with  the 
above  cases  before  them,  should  have  called  upon  the  referee 
to  do  so,  seems  to  imply  the  prevalence  to  some  extent  of  a 
fundamental  error  in  respect  to  this  court,  in  the  assumption 
that  the  law  is,  or  may  be,  different  in  the  different  districts  of 
the  state.  Perhaps  si^me  conflict  of  decision  may  have  given 
rise  to  such  an  impression,  and  induced  counsel  to  suppose  that 
it  was  admissible  to  experimelit  upon  the  possibiL'ty  of  obtain- 
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log  a  different  decision  in  one  dietriot  from  the  deeision  of 
another.  But  I  do  not  think  this  court  in  any  of  its  l»anehei 
defierves  the  reproach  of  countenancing  any  each  experiments 
Upon  questions  of  law,  the  conflict  of  o{Hnioii8  between  the 
decisions  of  the  judges  in  the  several  districts  of  ike  state,  is 
quite  infrequent.  I  do  not  think  that  in  the  26  volumes  of 
Barbour,  more  cases  are  ovaruled  or  doubted  or  dissented 
from,  than  occurs  in  any  26  successive  volumes  of  the  reports 
of  the  decisions  of  this  court  from  Chines  to  Denio  inclu^dve. 
Some  contrariety  of  decisions  doubdess,  has  existed  upon  ques- 
tions of  practice.  This,  perhaps,  was  incident  to  the  measui^ 
of  introducing  an  entire  new  system  <^  practice  and  piooeedp 
ings,  and  in  some  degree  unavoidable. 

The  Code  called  upon  the  court  to  construe  and  interpret 
new  statutes  containing  a  great  variety  of  new  provisions  in 
478  distinct  sections.  A  demand  was  thereby  created  fi)r  the 
publication  of  practice  decisions,  which  has  been  much  more 
extensive  than  at  any  former  period,  and  too  many  cases  have 
doubtless  been  reported.  The  publication  of  the  opinions  of 
single  judges,  however,  upon  practice  questions,  has  doubtless 
been  of  much  service,  and  has  greatly  expedited  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Code,  acd  tended  to  secure  uniformity  of  practice, 
much  sooner  than  would  otherwise  have  been  the  case.  Such 
publications  have  disclosed  some  conflict  of  views  among  the 
judges,  but  this  is  of  small  consequence,  when  these  decisions 
are  considered  and  r^arded  as  iliey  rightly  should  be,  not  as 
decisive  authority^  but  rather  in  the  light  of  nisipriua  decisions. 
But  the  general  term  decisions  on  questions  of  practice  should 
be  regarded  as  authorilaiive  and  followed  as  such,  as  much  so 
as  general  term  decisions  upon  questions  of  law.  Thid  cou;rt 
consists  of  thirty -three  judges,  any  three  of  whom  are  autho- 
rized to  hold  a  general  term  of  the  court,  and  at  such  term  to 
declare  finally  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  any  questions 
presented.  Cases  at  general  term  are  much  more  carefully  ar- 
gued than  at  the  special  terms,  and  much  more  carefully  con- 
sidered and  deliberately  decided,  and  it  will  rarely  happen  that 
any  injustice  will  be  done  or  injury  ensue  from  regarding  the 
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decision  of  the  general  term  on  questions  of  practice  as  final 
and  oondusiye,  nntil  at  least  the  error,  if  it  be  one,  can  be  cor- 
rected at  the  biennial  conventioD  of  the  judgesi  where  all  dis- 
puted questions  of  practice  can  be  conclusiyely  setded.  There 
is  the  more  reason  for  adhering  to  this  rule  on  questions  of 
practice,  inasmuch  as  it  is  the  only  mode  of  maintaining  that 
uniformity  of  practice  so  essential  and  which  it  is  the  obvioas 
duty  of  the  court  to  promote  and  preserve  as  &r  as  prac- 
ticable. 

These  views  are  not  new  in  this  district  Since  the  forego- 
ing was  written,  my  attention  has  been  called  to  the  case  of 
Fox  agt  Woodryff^  (9  Barb.  498,)  where  my  brother  Wkllks; 
says :  "  A  decision  of  one  of  the  general  terms  of  this  court, 
when  deliberately  made,  should  receive  the  same  respect  in 
each  of  the  other  districts,  and  be  regarded  as  of  equal  weight 
as  authority,  as  if  made  in  the  same  district  and  by  the  same 
justices." 

Judgment  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
House  and  others  agt  Coopek  and  others. 

It  has  been  frequentlj  decided  that  an  action  may  be  maintained  for  a  damag* 
suatained  bj  a  Btookholder  from  illegal  and  fraudulent  acta  of  diiecton  and  o& 
ilcen  of  the  company. 

Where  the  oomploant  daima  by  etockholdera  the  equitable  interposition  of  the 
court  on  behalf  of  a  non-resident  or  foreign  corporation,  and  against  a  resideni 
corpoiation,  and  against  aereral  individuals  who  it  does  not  appear  are  resi- 
denta  of  this  state,  and  does  not  state  that  the  plaintiib  are  residents  of  this 
itiite,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  cause  of  action  has  arisen,  or  that  the 
subject  of  the  action  is  situated  within  this  state ; 

JSEbU;  that  such  an  action  cannot  be  maintained.  For  no  effectual  relief  can  be 
given  without  retaining  the  foreign  corporation  as  parties^  and  the  allegations 
an  entirely  insufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  statute  in  actiona 
•gainst  foreign  corporations. 

Such  a  oomplaint  is  also  defoetiva  when  it  omits  to  state  that  the  directors  of  ihs 
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jbrrign  oorporation  on  wboee  behjOf  the  plaintiA  underteke  to  in^  rttam  I* 
bring  any  inch  action. 
It  is  an  improper  Jomder  of  caofles  of  action  to  Join  one  for  equitable  relief  against 
a  corporation,  with  a  daim  for  damagea  against  individual  defendants. 

Kew  -  York  Special  Term,  April,  185a 
MonoN  to  dismijss  complaint. 

Clebke,  Justice.  This  cotiTt  lias  frequently  decided  that 
an  action  maybe  maintained  for  a  damage  sustained  bj  a 
stockholder  from  illegal  and  fraudulent  acts  of  directors  and 
officers  of  a  company.  But  this  action  contemplates  much 
more  than  this.  It  claims  the  equitable  interposition  of  this 
court  on  behalf  of  the  Boston  and  New- York  Telegraph  Com- 
pany,  incorporated  and  existing  in  Massachusetts,  against  the 
C!ommercial  Telegraph  Company,  also  incorporated  and  exist- 
ing in  Massachusetts,  against  the  American  Telegraph  Com** 
pany,  formed  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  against  several 
individuals,  who  it  does  not  appear  are  residents  of  this  state. 

So  &r  as  the  two  corporations  of  Massachusetts  are  con» 
oemed,  I  cannot  perceive  how  this  action  can  be  maintained 
against  them,  and  if  it  cannot  be  maintained  against  them,  I 
am  unable  to  discover  how  it  can  be  maintained  at  all.  For  no 
effectual  relief  can  be  given  without  retaining  those  corpora* 
tions  as  parties  in  the  action.  An  action  against  a  foreign  oor- 
poration can  be  brought  in  the  courts  of  this  state  only,  1st. 
By  a  resident  of  this  state,  for  any  cause  of  action.  2d.  By  a 
plaintiff  not  a  resident  of  this  state,  when  the  cause  of  action 
has  arisen,  or  the  subject  of  the  action  is  situated  within  this 
state.  The  complaint  does  not  state  that  the  plainti£b  are  resi- 
dents of  this  state,  to  entitle  them  to  maintain  an  action  against 
a  foreign  corporation  for  any  cause  of  action ;  and  further,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  cause  of  action  has  arisen,  or  that  the 
subject  of  the  action  is  situated  within  this  state.  On  the  con- 
trary it  appears,  and  is  affirmatively  alleged,  that  the  cause  of 
action  arose  in  the  state  of  Massachusetts. 

The  complaint  also  omits  to  state,  that  the  directors  of  the 
Boston  and  New- York  Telegraph  Company,  on  whose  behalf 
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tlie  plaintiffs  undertake  to  sue,  refase  to  bring  any  action  to 
Bet  aside  the  sale  to  Keitli.  Kennedy  says,  that  they  wiV  not 
bring  any  sach  action.  I  think  it  is  necessary  to  show,  in  or- 
der to  warrant  the  interference  of  individual  stockholders,  that 
the  constituted  representatives  of  the  company  whose  especial 
duty  it  is  to  vindicate  its  rights,  have  been  requested  to  insti- 
tute proceedings  for  that  purpose,  and  have  refused  to  do  so. 
The  defendants'  fourth  objection  to  this  complaint,  I  also  con- 
sider to  be  well  taken.  In  this  action,  which  is  one  for  equi* 
table  relief,  the  plaintiffs  join  a  claim  for  damages  against  in- 
dividual defendants.  This  is*  an  improper  joinder  of  causes  of 
adtion ;  the  one  seeks  redress,  that  can  be  determined  only  by 
a  judge  presiding  at  speciul  term ;  the  other  can  be  deter- 
mined only  by  a  jury  at  the  circuit,  except  where  the  parties 
expressly  waive  a  jury  at  the  time  of  trial.  For  this  and  other 
reasons,  which  it  would  be  superfluous  to  mention,  this  action 
cannot  be  maintained,  at  least  in  its  present  shape.  C!om{  laint 
dismissed  with  costs,  unless  the  plaintiff  amend  their  complaint 
within  ten  days,  and  pay  the  costs  of  the  term. 


SUPREME  COUET. 

Habyet   Church   agt   Jonathan   W.   Freeman   and 

others. 

iMies  of  fiust  in  ommim  kno  actions  must  be  tried  hj  a  jwy,  anleai  the  partiea 
choose  to  waive  this  right  But  it  is  for  the  eovri  to  aaj,  in  oihar  caae^  whe- 
ther an  issue  of  fiMA  shall  be  tried  bj  a  jury  or  by  the  court  without  a  jury. 

It  is  the  right  of  the  court  in  eyery  case  embraoed  in  the  264th  section  of  tha 
Code,  to  have  the  aid  of  a  jury  upon  the  trial,  and  to  submit  to  its  detenninar 
tion  as  many  or  as  few  of  the  questions  of  &ct  presented  by  the  pleadings,  as 
it  may  deem  expedient  Nor  does  it  lie  with  the  parties,  as  it  seems  some> 
times  to  have  been  supposed,  to  determine  whether  an  issue  or  a  spedflo  ques- 
tion of  fact  shall  be  tried  by  a  Jury.  Upon  the  application  by  either  party  upon 
ten  days'  notice  (br  such  a  trial,  theoourt  may  or  may  not  direct  that  the  iasuGa 
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be  trM  bj  a  jury.  But  if  the  ftpplicatio&  be  denied,  or  if  no  affplioatUm  be 
made,  the  oourt  still  has  the  power  at  the  trial  to  order  the  whole  lasoey  or  aa/ 
specific  question  of  fact  involved  therein,  to  be  tried  bj  a  jtuy. 

Albany  Special  Terrn^  August^  1857. 

Motion  to  settle  issues,  kc 

From  the  year  1844  to  May,  1847,  the  plaintiflf  and  the  de- 
fendant Gurdon  Grant,  together  with  George  Coffin,  were 
partners  in  the  lumber  busiDess  at  Troy  and  West  Troy,  un- 
der the  firm  of  Grant,  Coffin  &  Church.  The  defendant  Free- 
man was  also  engaged  in  the  mwu&ctuie  of  lumber  at  Glenns 
Falls,  in  the  county  of  Warren.    - 

On  the  first  of  January,  1845|  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  Freeman  and  Grant,  whereby  they  were  to  bo- 
come  jointly  interested  in  the  purchase  of  a  tract  of  lumber 
land  in  the  county  of  Essex,  and  in  the  purchase. and  manu- 
&cture  of  other  lumber.  The  lumber  manu&ctured  under 
this  arrangement  was  from  time  to  time  forwarded  to  the  firm 
of  Grant,  Coffin  &  Church,  to  be  sold  upon  commission. 

On  the  14th  of  January,  1847,  Grant  executed  an  instru- 
ment whereby  he  declared  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  deemed 
interested  in  the  property  held  under  the  agreement  of  the 
first  of  January,  1845,  to  the  extent  of  one-third  of  Grant's 
half,  as  fully  as  if  he  had  been  named  and  made  a  party  to 
the  articles  of  copartnership.  Grant  further  agreed,  that 
whenever  he  settled  with  Freeman,  he  would  pay  over  to  the 
plaintiff  his  share  of  the  amount  received.  At  the  same  time^ 
Freeman  signed  an  instrument,. whereby  he  consented  to  the 
arrangement  with  the  plaintiff^  constituting  him  a  partner  in 
the  business  mentioned,  in  all  respects  as  fully  as  if  he  had 
been  a  party  to  the  original  agreement  of  January  1st,  1845. 

In  May,  1847,  the  firm  of  Grant,  Coffin  &  Church,  was  dis- 
solved. The  defendant  Cameron  became  the  assignee  of  the 
interest  of  Coffin,  and  the  business  was  continued  by  Giant 
and  Freeman  with  the  plaintiff,  under  the  firm  of  Grant,  Fre^ 
man  &  Church. 

On  the  first  day  of  February,  1858,  Freeman  paid  to  Giunt 
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$5,000,  in  full  payment  of  his  interest  in  the  agreement  of  Am 
ftrst  of  January,  1846. 

The  plaintiff,  after  setting  forth  these  facts  in  his  complaint, 
alleged  that  the  settlement  between  the  defendants  Freeman 
and  Grant,  was  made  without  his  authority,  and  with  full 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  Freeman,  that  the  sum  paid  by  him 
was  less  by  $26,000  than  the  one-half  of  the  profits  of  the  ad- 
venture and  business  mentioned  in  the  agreement  of  January 
Ist,  1845 ;  that  Freeman,  in  order  to  procure  a  receipt  in  fall, 
which  was  executed  by  Grant,  falsely  represented  to  Grant 
and  to  the  plaintiff,  and  Grant  relied  upon  the  representation, 
that  the  sum  of  $5,000  was  the  full  amount  of  the  net  profits 
of  said  adventure  and  business,  well  knowing,  as  the  fact  was, 
that  Grant  and  the  plaintiff  were  ignorant  in  regard  thereto ; 
and  that  Freeman  received  the  receipt  from  Grant,  after  the 
pUdntiff  had  protested  against  the  giving  thereof,  and  with  full 
knowledge  by  Grant  and  Freeman,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
and  would  not  assent  thereto.  The  plaintiff  further  averred 
that  there  never  had  been  an  accouuting  in  relation  to  the 
business  or  adventure,  or  the  expenses  thereof,  or  receipts  fh)m 
sales  of  lumber ;  that  Freeman  had  conveyed  the  land  and  re- 
ceived therefor  a  large  sum  of  money,  for  which  he  had  never 
accounted,  and  with  the  exception  of  the  sum  of  $5,000  paid 
to  Grant,  he  still  had  the  proceeds  of  the  land  and  the  entire 
net  proceeds  of  the  adventure  and  business  in  his  hands  unac- 
counted for,  and  claiming  the  same  absolutely  as  his  own,  and 
insisting  that  the  receipt  executed  by  Grant,  is  a  perfect  dis* 
charge  from  all  further  liability  to  account. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  judgment  that  the  parties  to  the  action 
should  account  in  reference  to  the  adventure  or  business,  aris- 
ing out  of  the  agreement  in  question,  and  that  upon  such  ac- 
counting, Freeman  should  be  allowed  one-half  the  net  profits 
of  the  adventure  or  business,  and  the  plaintiff  one-sixth.  Grant 
one*8ixth,  and  Cameron,  as  the  assignee  of  Coffin,  the  other 
■ixth. 

The  defendant  Grant,  in  his  answer,  denied  that  the  settle- 
ment with  Freeman  was  mack-  wiihout  the  knowledge  or  au* 
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ihority  of  the  plaintiff.  On  the  coDtrarj,  he  averred  that  the 
leoeipt  executed  upon  such  settlement,  is  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  plaintiff  and  was  executed  with  his  full  knowledge  and 
assent.  He  also  denied  specifically  all  the  allegations  of  fraud 
and  misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  Freeman  alleged  in  the 
complaint  The  answer  of  I^man  is  substantially  to  the 
same  effect  Cameron  did  not  answer.  Within  the  time 
limited  by  the  69th  rule  of  the  court,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  / 
of  this  application.  / 

W.  A.  BeJlCH,  far  plaintiff. 

A.  B.  OiANf  for  defendant  FreeTnan. 

J.  H.  "RnYNOLDSj/crclefimdant  OranL 

Habris,  Justice.  When  the  distinction  between  suits  in 
equity  and  actions  at  law  prevailed,  the  court  might,  in  a  suit 
in  equity,  direct  issues  to  be  framed  and  questions  of  &ct  to 
be  tried  by  a  jury,  when  in  its  opinion  the  proceedings  would 
be  thereby  expedited,  or  costs  diminished,  or  the  ends  of  jus- 
tice promoted.  And  when  no  such  order  had  been  made  be- 
fore  the  hearing,  it  was  competent  for  the  court,  upon  the  trial, 
to  award  an  issue  to  determine  any  question  arising  upon  the 
evidence.  {See  The  New- Orleans  Gas  Light  and  Banking  Com* 
pany  agt  Dudley^  8  Paige^  462.) 

I  understand  the  practice  to  be  substantially  the  same  un* 
der  the  Code.  The  25Sd  section  provides  for  the  trial  of  is- 
sues of  fact  in  common  law  actions  by  a  jury.  The  264tb 
section  declares  that  ^^  every  other  issue,'^  which,  of  course, 
embraces  actions  of  an  equitable  nature,  is  triable  by  the  court 
But  the  section  proceeds  to  declare  that  the  court  may  order 
the  whole  issue,  or  any  specific  question  of  &ct  involved  there- 
in to  be  tried  by  a  jury.  In  all  this  class  of  cases,  the  mode 
of  trial  is  a  question  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court 
K  the  nature  of  the  issue  is  such,  that  a  trial  by  jury  will  be 
likely  to  subserve  the  ends  of  justice,  and  &cilitate  the  dete^ 
mination  of  the  action,  that  mode  of  trial  should  be  adopted ; 
if  not,  the  case  should  be  tried  without  a  jary« 
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Nor  does  it  lie  with  the  parties,  as  it  seems  sometimes  to 
have  been  supposed,  to  determine  whether  the  issue  or  a  spe* 
cific  question  of  fact  shall  be  tried  by  a  jury.  It  is  true,  that 
either  party,  if  he  desire  a  trial  by  jury,  may  within  ten  daya 
after  the  cause  is  in  readiness  for  trial,  give  notice  of  an  appli* 
cation  for  that  purpose.  Upon  the  hearing  of  this  application, 
the  court  may  or  may  not  direct  that  the  i^ues  in  the  action 
be  tried  by  a  jury.  This  will  depend  very  much  upon  the 
probable  course  of  the  trial,  and  the  nature  of  the  questions  to 
be  decided.  But  if  the  application  for  a  trial  by  jury  be  de- 
nied, or  if  no  application  be  made,  the  court  still  hus  the  power 
at  the  trial  "  to  order  the  whole  issue,  or  any  specific  question 
of  fitct  involved  therein,  to  be  tried  by  a  jury."  Issues  of  fact 
in  common  law  actions  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  the 
parties  choose  to  waive  this  right.  But  it  is  for  the  court  to 
say  in  other  cases^  whether  an  issue  of  fact  shall  be  tried  by  a 
jury  or  by  the  court  without  a  jury.  I  suppose  it  is  the  right 
of  the  court,  in  every  case  embraced  in  the  254th  section  of 
the  Code,  to  have  the  aid  of  a  jury  upon  the  trial  and  to  sub« 
mit  to  its  determination  as  many  or  as  few  of  the  questions  of 
fact  presented  by  the  pleadings  as  it  may  deem  expedient.  I 
have  in  repeated  instances,  availed  myself  of  this  power  at  the 
circuit 

Entertaining  this  view  of  the  power  of  the  court  upon  the 
trial,  it  has  not  seemed  to  me  to  be  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  in  ordinary  cases,  to  instruct  the  court 
before  which  the  case  is  to  be  tried,  beforehand,  what  question 
it  shall  submit  to  a  jury  and  what  it  shall  not.  It  is  better,  I 
think,  as  a  general  rule,  to  leave  the  court  which  is  to  be 
charged  with  the  conduct  of  the  trial,  to  determine  for  itself 
the  manner  in  which  the  questions  of  fact  in  the  case  shall  be 
decided. 

Nor  have  I  been  able  to  see  that  this  case  should  be  made 
an  exception  to  this  rule.  It  is  true,  that  it  involves  a  ques- 
tion of  fraud.  The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  is,  that  the  set- 
tlement  which  the  plaintiff  ceeks  to  avoid  was  unfairly  ol> 
tained*    But^  unless  I  have  entirely  misapprehended  the  effect 
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of  Ae  pleadings,  and  the  character  of  the  issues  to  be  tried,  ihe 
detennination  of  the  action  will  involve  the  examination  of 
very  extensive  transactions  between  the  parties,  covering  a 
period  of  about  eight  years,  and  quite  unsuited  to  a  trial  by 
jury.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  my  duty  to  deny  the 
motion,  leaving  it  to  the  court,  when  the  action  is  brought  to 
trial,  to  determine  for  iteelf,  whether  it  will  submit  any,  and  if 
any,  what  questions  to  the  decision  of  a  jury. 

The  costs  of  the  motion  should  abide  the  event  of  the  suit 


SUPBEME  COURT, 

Akpbew  Yak  Pelt,  Appellant  agt  Mabtha  Yak  Pkli; 
Bespondent 

On  Kk  appeal  from  the  decree  of  a  surrogate^  admitting  or  rejecting  a  wiil  to  pro* 
bate,  the  euprame  court  have  no  inherent  power  to  award  cosU,  but  most  fol- 
low the  directions  of  the  statote  in  reference  thereto. 

Therefore,  on  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  surrogate  admitting  a  will  to  probate^ 
firilowed  by  a  reTernl  upon  a  question  of  ihct,  remitting  the  question  at  i8Bu« 
to  a  jufy  for  a  new  trial,  is  but  a  single  stageof  the  proceedings  in  the  caua% 
and  the  oourt  cannot  abaokU^  award  costs  to  the  appellant,  upon  such  re- 
TersaL  The  costs  of  the  appellant  in  such  case  must  depend  upon  the  final 
determination  of  the  question  in  controversj. 

And  where  the  appeUant  succeeds  in  reversing  the  decree  of  the  surrogate  upon 
a  question  of  fiict,  but  faiUi  on  a  new  trial  to  impeach  the  validity  or  ezeoutlon  of 
the  will,  he  has  no  right  to  costs,  but  should  pay  costs  to  the  respondent 

And  where  on  appeal,  the  decision  of  the  surrogate  is  affirmed,  and  where  it  Is 
reversed  upon  a  question  of  law,  then  the  court  sliall  award  costs  to  be  paid  bj 
the  party  fiitling,  or  out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  as  the  court  shall  dhvoi. 
(S  iSL  A  4tft0dL  g§  19  and  20.) 


JSecond  District^  General  Term,  1868. 

W.  Watson, />r  ihe  afpeUant 
L.  C.  Clabk,  for  the  respondent 
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By  the  court— Brown,  Justice,  This  was  an  appeal  from 
ihe  decree  of  the  surrogafe  of  the  county  of  Bichmondf  estab* 
lishing  the  will  of  Jacob  Van  Pelt,  and  admitting  the  same  to 
probate.  This  court  at  the  last  February  term,  reversed  the 
decree  and  awarded  an  issue  to  the  circuit  court  of  that  county, 
to  tiy  the  question  of  the  validity  and  due  execution  of  the 
proposed  will.  Mr.  Justice  Davies  delivered  the  written  opin- 
ion, which  contained  the  direction  that  costs  should  be  allowed 
to  the  appellant,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
in  the  event  that  he  ultimately  succeeded.  The  counsel  for 
the  appellant  alleges,  that  Mr.  Justice  Strong  directed  that 
the  order  should  direct  the  recovery  of  costs  by  the  appellant, 
out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  absolutely,  which  was  entered 
accordingly  in  the  absence  of  and  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  counsel  for  the  respondent.  Afterwards  the  issue  awarded 
was  duly  tried  at  the  circuit  court,  when  tiie  jury  found  against 
the  appellant  and  in  &vor  of  the  due  execution  and  the  valid^ 
ity  of  the  will.  The  appellant  now  moves  for  leave  to  issue 
execution  to  collect  from  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  the  costs 
awarded  to  him  by  the  order  of  reversal.  And  the  counsel 
for  the  respondent  also  moves  to  amend  and  modify  the  order, 
so  that  it  shall  conform  to  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  DAViEa 

No  laches  can  be  imputed  to  the  respondent  in  omitting  to 
move  to  amend  the  order  earlier.  It  was  entered  in  her  ab- 
sence and  without  her  knowledge.  Notice  of  the  motion  was 
given  for  the  May  term.  The  cause  was  put  on  the  non-enu* 
merated  calendar  and  not  reached.  There  is  no  lack  of  dili* 
gence,  for  the  motion  was  made  and  heard  at  the  first  oppor> 
tunity. 

The  authority  to  award  costs  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  must  be 
found  in  the  statute,  or  it  does  not  exist  The  court  has  no 
inherent  power  to  make  such  an  award,  but  must  follow  the 
direction  which  the  legislature  have  chosen  to  prescribe.  An 
appeal  from  the  decree  of  a  surrogate,  admitting  a  will  to  pro- 
bate, followed  by  a  reversal  upon  a  question  of  feet,  is  but  a 
single  stage  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings.  It  remits  the 
questions  at  issue  to  another  tribunal  for  a  new  trial,  when  they 
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trill  may  be  ultimately  established  or  rejected  according  to  the 
troth  and  the  merits  of  the  case.  It  would  not,  therefore,  be  in 
aooordance  with  the  usual  course  to  award  costs  short  of  the  final 
determination  of  the  question  in  controversy.  Section  71  of  the 
act  containing  the  general  provisions  applicable  to  wills  of  real 
and  personal  property,  (2  Bev.  SttU,  252,  ^ih  edition^)  directs 
that  if  the  reversal  of  the  surrogate's  decree  be  founded  upon  a 
question  of  fact,  the  court  shall  order  a  feigned  issue  to  be 
made  up  to  try  the  questions  arising  upon  the  application  to 
prove  the  will,  and  shall  direct  the  same  to  be  tried  at  the 
next  circuit  court,  to  be  held  in  the  county  where  the  surro- 
gate's decision  was  made.  There  is  no  provision  whatever  for 
costs  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings.  Of  course  none  are 
given.  Section  72  directs  the  manner  in  which  the  issues 
are  to  be  tried.  Sections  73  and  74  declare  the  effects  and 
consequences  of  the  determination  upon  the  issues,  whatever 
they  may  be,  and  the  surrogate's  duty  thereupon.  Section  75 
declares  that  the  costs  and  expenses  of  making  up  an  issue  and 
of  the  trial  thereof,  and  all  subsequent  costs  thereon,  shall  be 
paid  by  the  party  appealing,  in  case  of  his  &ilure  to  impeach 
the  validity  or  execution  of  the  will.  Such  costs  and  expenses 
may  be  collected  in  a  suit  upon  the  bond,  directed  by  the  act 
to  be  given,  which  shall  be  prosecuted  for  that  purpose  when* 
ever  directed  by  the  surrogate.  Here  it  will  be  observed, 
there  is  no  reference  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  this  court, 
but  the  costs  given  are  those  of  making  up  the  issue  and  of 
the  trial  thereof,  and  of  all  subsequent  costs  thereon.  Section 
76  provides  for  costs  in  cases  where  the  appellant  succeeds. 
In  that  event,  the  party  who  maintains  the  validity  or  the  exe- 
cution of  the  will  may  be  required  by  the  surrogate  to  pay  the 
costs  and  expenses  of  the  proceedii^s,  either  personally  or  out 
of  the  property  of  the  deceased,  and  such  payment  may  be  en- 
forced by  attachment.  Had  the  appellant  succeeded  finally, 
ihat  is  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  or  due  execution  of 
the  will,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  costs,  as  well  those 
of  the  appeal  to  this  courts  as  also  of  the  trial  and  subsequent 
proceedings.    He  did  succeed  in  reversing  the  decree  of  the 
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sniTOgatei  but  &iled  to  impeach  the  validity  or  execution  of 
the  will,  and  therefore  has  no  right  to  costs,  but  should  pay 
costs  to  the  respondent 

Thus  far  I  have  spoken  only  of  those  cases  of  appeal  where 
the  surrogate's  decision  is  reversed  upon  a  question  of  &ct 
Where  the  decision  is  affirmed  and  where  it  is  reversed  upon  a 
question  of  law,  then  this  court  shall  award  costs  to  be  paid  by 
the  party  failing  or  out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  as  the 
court  shall  direct.  This  is  by  virtue  of  another  statute,  (2 
Bev.  Statutes,  ^th  edition,  816,  §§  19  and  20.)  This  class  of 
appeals  from  surrogate's  decisions,  are  in  fact  cases  aui  generis^ 
and  the  sections  of  the  acts  to  which  I  have  referred,  having 
provided  for  the  costs  both  when  the  appellant  succeeds  and 
when  he  £iils,  necessarily  exclude  the  idea  that  costs  are  given 
and  regulated  by  force  of  any  other  statute.  It  is  well  dso  to 
observe,  that  such  appeals  were  formerly  taken  to  the  circuit 
judge  of  the  circuit  where  the  surrogate's  decision  was  made, 
and  not  to  the  chancellor.  And  so  the  law  remained  until  this 
court  was  substituted  for  the  circuit  judge,  by  virtue  of  the 
17th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1847.  {Sess.  Laws  of  1847, 
824.)  They,  therefore,  did  not  fidl  within  the  provisions  of 
the  S5th  section  of  the  act  concerning  costs,  (2  Rev.  Statutes^ 
518,  2d  edition,)  as  originally  enacted. 

The  appellant's  motion  for  leave  to  issue  an  execution  is  de- 
nied^ and  the  respondent's  motion  to  amend  and  modify  the 
order  of  the  general  term  is  granted,  without  costs  to  either 
party. 
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In  the  matter  of  Jobn  Ktton. 

SUPREME  COURT, 
la  the  matter  of  the  habeas  carpus  for  John  Futok. 

If  there  is  any  proceeding  in  the  law  which  it  la  the  duty  of  the  conrta  to  pre- 
Bene  and  protect  in  ita  full  power,  it  ia  the  writ  of  hcLbeas  carpus ;  and  when* 
ever  an  attempt  ia  made  to  violate  or  evade  the  proviaiona  of  the  statute  on 
this  subject^  the  covrt  should  flee  that  such  attempt  ahall  not  ancoeed. 

An  officer  of  the  Metropolitan  police  of  the  citj  of  Kew*Tork,  had  in  chaife  • 
priaoner  on  a  writ  of  Aoftow  oorptu^  and  the  officer  made  return  to  the  writ  that 
he  bad  no  opposition  to  the  dischargei  and  had  no  further  return  to  make  there- 
on, whereupon  the  prisoner  was  diachai^ged ;  and  before  leaving  the  court-room, 
without  any  warrant  or  process,  the  officer  again  arrested  the  prisoner,  and 
carried  him  back  to  the  same  prison. 

Ob  an  order  for  the  officer  to  show  cause  why  he  shoold  notbepunidied  fbr  con- 
tempt, be  answered  that  he  acted  in  pursuance  of  instructions  and  the  order  of 
one  of  the  police  commissionersi  and  supposed  it  was  his  duty  as  policeman,  to 
obey  the  orders  of  such  commissioner.  And  it  appeared  that  the  commissioner 
at  the  aame  time  was  attorney  and  counsel  for  a  party  complainant,  who  de- 
fied the  re-arrest  of  the  prisoner,  on  a  chaise  of  larceny. 

MtU,  that  the  re-arreat  was  eutirely  unwaimuted,  and  the  propriety  of  such  an 
order  to  the  officer  by  the  police  commiasioner,  under  the  circumstances  could 
not  be  conceded.  But  the  circumstancea  in  which  the  officer  was  placed  by 
the  positive  instructions  of  hia  superior  officer,  led  to  the  conclusion  that  he 
acted  in  obedience  to  such  orders,  and  in  ignoranoe  of  the  consequenoeaof  hia 
act,  and  was  sufficient  to  relieve  him  from  punishment 

KeW'Ydrk  Special  Term,  July,  1858. 

Joseph  Keefe  was  cited  to  show  cause  wby  he  should  Dot 
he  punished  for  contempt  in  arresting  Fitton  after  he  was  dis* 
charged  on  the  return  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

W.  P.  Jakes,  attorney  for  FiUon. 

iKQiiAHAH,  Justice.— Keefe  made  return  to  the  writ,  that 
he  had  no  opposition  to  the  discharge,  and  had  no  further  re- 
turn to  make  thereon,  whereupon  the  prisoner  was  di8cha]f[ed| 
and  bef<H*e  leaving  the  court-room,  without  any  warrant  or 
process,  Keefe  again  arrested  the  prisoner,  and  carried  him 
back  to  the  same  prison*    If  such  a  proceeding  could  be  toler* 
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ated,  the  writ  of  fiabeas  corpus  would  be  of  no  avail,  for  as  often 
as  a  man  was  declared  to  be  illegally  imprisoned,  he  could  be 
arrested  on  another  charge,  and  carried  back  to  prison.  If 
Keefe  had  any  authority  to  make  the  arrest,  he  should  have 
made  it,  and  returned  such  authority  as  the  cause  of  detention* 
He  had  no  authority  to  make  the  arrest,  and  from  his  affida- 

'  vit  which  he  has  now  filed  in  excuse  of  the  act,  he  states  that 
he  acted  in  pursuance  of  instructions  from  General  Nye,  not  to 
oppose  the  discharge,  but  as  soon  as  he  was  discharged  to  ar- 
rest him  on  a  charge  of  grand  larceny.  He  also  states,  that 
he  thought  it  was  his  duty  as  a  policeman,  to  obey  the  orders 
of  General  Nye,  and  denies  any  intentional  disobedience  of  the 
order  of  the  court. 

The  aflSdavit  of  General  Nye  is  also  submitted  by  Mr.  Keefe. 
In  that  affidavit  General  Nye  states  he  is  the  attorney  of  Ches* 
ter  Moses,  residing  in  Onondaga  county,  who  was  in  partner- 
ship with  the  brother  of  the  prisoner ;  that  such  brother  ab- 
sconded from  that  place  and  came  to  New- York ;  that  it  was 
ascertained  that  while  here,  he  was  closeted  with  the  prisoner 
for  two  days ;  that  after  the  brother  had  sailed  for  Europe,  the 
prisoner  went  to  Onondaga  for  his  brother's  family,  where  he 
was  arrested.  The  prisoner  was  afterwards  transferred  to  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff  of  this  city,  and  at  the  request  of  General 
Nye,  was  brought  to  his  room,  and  there  examined  by  him. 
In  the  course  of  the  examination,  the  prisoner  admitted  the 
receipt  of  moneys  from  his  brother,  for  which  money  General 
Nye  obtained  from  him  an  order  and  on  that  order  received 
the  money.  After  the  service  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus^ 
General  Nye  appears  to  have  had  interviews  with  the  attorney 
of  the  prisoner,  and  conversations  took  place  between  them  as 
to  the  imprisonment  of  the  prisoner  and  the  money  received 
fiom  him.  General  Nye  then  instructed  the  officer  to  take  the 
man  to  court,  consent  to  his  discharge,  and  to  re-arrest  him  on 
a  chaige  of  larceny,  and  that  he  would  appear  and  make  com- 

.  plaint  against  him,  and  adds  that  he  did  not  intend  to  have 
such  re-arrest  made  in  court. 
The  circumstances  in  which  Keefe  was  placed  by  the  poa« 
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tiy6  instructions  of  his  superior  officer,  are  such  as  to  lead  me 
to  the  conclusion  that  he  acted  in  obedience  to  such  orders, 
and  in  ignorance  of  the  consequences  of  his  act.  And  I  am 
therefore  disposed  on  this  occasion  to  suffer  that  act  to  pass 
without  imposing  the  punishment  which  otherwise  the  con- 
duct of  the  officer  would  deserve. 

The  subsequent  arrest  was  entirely  unwarranted.  Fittoa 
had  been  in  prison  for  some  time,  and  when  the  writ  was  al- 
lowed, was  confined  in  the  charge  of  Keefe,  under  the  control 
of  the  deputy  superintendent  of  the  police,  and  of  course  of 
the  police  commissioners.  The  order  as  given  by  General 
Nye,  who  at  the  same  time  was  acting  as  aiiomey  and  counsel 
of  MoseSf  the  complainant,  was  sufficient  to  excuse  Keefe,  al* 
though  the  propriety  of  such  an  order  under  the  &cts  as  stated 
by  him,  cannot  be  conceded.  K  the  commissioners  had  any 
charge  against  the  prisoner,  it  was  but  due  to  the  prop^  ad- 
ministration of  justicCi  and  due  to  the  prisoner,  that  such 
charge  should  have  been  returned  to  the  court  in  answer  to 
the  writ,  and  if  the  cause  was  sufficient,  the  prisoner  would 
have  been  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  officer. 

If  there  is  any  proceeding  in  the  law  which  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  courts  to  preserve  and  protect  in  its  full  power,  it  is  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  whenever  an  attempt  is  made  to  vio* 
late  or  evade  the  provisions  of  the  statute  on  this  subject|  the 
court  should  see  that  such  attempts  shall  not  succeed. 

In  this  case,  as  Keefe  has  satisfied  me  that  he  acted  under 
orders  of  a  superior  officer,  and  intended  no  disobedience  of 
the  orders  of  the  court,  I  deem  it  xmnecessary  to  niake  any 
further  order  in  the  maUer. 

The  order  to  show  cause  is  discharged. 

Vol.  XVL  20 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
David  Moulton  agt  Ingham  Townsenb. 

Two  of  the  plainturs  witnesses,  residents  of  the  state  of  lowis  came  to  Oneida 
county  New-York,  to  attend  the  Oneida  circuit,  to  be  held  on  the  20th  of  Oc- 
tober. The  circuit,  by  a  previous  public  notice,  (but  not  in  time  to  inform  the 
witnesses  of  the  fact,)  adjourned  on  that  day  without  doing  any  business,  to 
the  10th  of  November  following.  On  the  10th  of  November,  these  two  wit- 
nesses, and  also  two  other  witnesses  for  plainti£^  residents  of  Floyd,  Oneida 
county,  attended  the  circuit,  when  the  cause  was  set  down  for  trial  on  the  17tii 
of  November.  On  the  17  th,  the  four  witnesses  again  attended  and  remained 
in  attendance  on  the  17th,  18th  and  19th,  and  on  the  19th  of  November  the 
drcult  was  adjourned  to  the  2ith  of  November,  and  the  witnesses  returned  to 
their  places  of  residence  in  Oneida  county,  and  again  on  the  24th  of  November 
the  four  witnesses  attended  the  circuit,  when  the  cause  was  tried. 

Meld^  that  the  two  witnesses  from  Iowa  were  entitled  to  witnesses'  fees  as  fol- 
lows: One  travelling  fee  for  each  from  the  state  line  and  back:  to  each,  one 
day's  constructive  attendance  on  the  20th  of  October :  and  a  per  diem  allow- 
ance for  the  whole  period  between  the  10th  and  the  24th  of  November,  de- 
ducting the  days  when  the  court  was  not  actually  in  session. 

To  each  of  the  Oneida  county  witnesses  his  traveling  fees  going  from  Floyd  to 
Rome,  (where  the  court  was  held,)  and  returning,  three  times :  and  their  per 
diem  allowance  for  attendance  on  the  10th,  17th,  18th,  19th  and  24tii  of  No- 
vember. 

Oneida  Special  Term,  February,  1857. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  at  the  Ooeida  circuit  in  Novem- 
ber, 1866,  and  upon  the  taxation  of  his  costs,  the  following 
facts  appeared.  The  circuit  was  appointed  to  be  held  on  the 
20th  of  October,  1856,  on  which  day,  the  presiding  judge,  with- 
out trying  any  causes,  adjourned  the  circuit  till  the  10th  of 
November,  1856.  Public  notice  of  the  adjournment  had  been 
previously  given.  This  cause  was  noticed  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
put  upon  the  calendar  for  the  circuit  in  October,  and  before  he 
learned  that  the  circuit  was  to  be  adjourned,  the  plaintifis  had 
requested  one  Pease  and  his  wife,  to  come  to  this  state  from 
iheir  residence  in  Iowa,  for  the  purpose  of  testifying  as  wit- 
nesses on  the  trial ;  and  ke  learned  pf  the  intended  adjourn- 
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ment  at  too  late  a  period  to  prevent  their  attendance  in  Octo- 
ber. They  accordingly  reached  their  former  residence  in  the 
town  of  Floyd,  in  season  to  attend  on  the  20th  of  October,  and 
at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  remained  at  Floyd  from  that 
time  to  the  10th  of  November.  On  the  10th  of  November, 
Pease  and  his  wife,  with  two  witnesses  named  Robbins  and 
Carrier,  residents  of  the  town  of  Floyd,  attended  the  circuit  at 
Some,  when  this  cause  was  by  consent  of  counsel  on  both  sides, 
set  down  for  trial  on  the  17th  of  November,  and  all  the  wit- 
nesses returned  to  Floyd.  On  the  17tb,  Pease,  his  wife,  Rob- 
bins  and  Carrier,  again  went  from  Floyd  to  Rome,  and  re- 
mained in  attendance  on  the  17th,  18th  and  19th,  during  which 
time  the  court  was  engaged  in  the  trial  of  another  cause.  On 
the  19th  of  November,  the  circuit  was  adjourned  ib  the  24th, 
and  the  witnesses  returned  to  Floyd,  and  again  attended  at 
Rome  on  the  24th,  when  the  cause  was  tried. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  claimed  that  Pease  and  his  wife  were 
to  be  regarded  as  constructively  in  attendance  upon  the  court 
from  the  20th  of  October  to  the  24th  of  November,  and  that 
he  was  entitled  to  tax  their  per  diem  allowance  for  all  that 
period,  in  addition  to  their  travelling  fees  from  the  state  line 
and  back ;  or  if  this  could  not  be  allowed  them,  that  they 
were  to  be  considered  as  having  returned  home  on  the  20th  of 
October,  and  come  again  to  this  state  on  the  10th  of  Novem- 
ber, so  that  double  travelling  fees  should  be  allowed  them. 

He  also  claimed  that  Robbins  and  Carrier  were  entitled  to 
full  travelling  fees  on  each  of  the  three  occasions,  when  they 
went  from  Floyd  to  Rome  and  back,  or  if  this  charge  was  not 
allowed,  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  per  diem  allowance  for 
the  whole  period  between  the  10th  and  the  24th  of  November. 
Also,  that  in  case  neither  of  the  claims  for  fees  made  in  behalf 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Pease  was  allowed,  they  were  entitled  to  the 
same  compensation  as  claimed  for  Robbins  and  Carrier. 

The  clerk,  upon  the  objection  of  the  defendant's  counsel, 
disallowed  all  the  charges  for  witnesses*  fees,  except  one  travel- 
ling fee  for  each  of  the  witnesses  Pease  and  his  wife,  from  the 
state  line  and  back ;  also  one  travelling  fee  for  each  of  the  wit» 
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nesaes  Bobbins  and  Carriery  from  Floyd  to  Borne  and  bade; 
and  per  diem  allowance  for  attendance  of  each  of  the  witneaaea 
on  the  10th,  17th,  18th,  19th  and  24th  of  November. 

The  plaintiff  moved  for  a  retaxation,  with  inBtractdons  to 
the  derk  to  tax  the  fees  aa  claimed  by  hLou 

M.  H.  Tbboof,  for  plaintiff.  ^ 

C.  H.  jyoohirn^E^  far  defimdani. 

Bacon,  Justice— Ordered  a  retazation  with  the  following 
directions  to  the  derk : 

1st  The  clerk's  decision  respecting  the  witnesses  Pease  and 
wife,  was  affirmed,  except  that  he  was  directed  to  allow  to  them 
for  one  day's  constructive  attendance  on  the  20th  of  Octobcfr, 
and  a  per  diem  allowance  for  the  whole  period  between  the 
10th  and  the  24th  of  November,  deducting  the  days  when  the 
court  was  not  actually  in  session. 

2d.  To  allow  to  each  of  the  witnesses  Bobbins  and  Oarrier, 
his  travelling  fees  for  going  from  Floyd  to  Bome,  and  return- 
ing  three  times,  and  their  per  diem  allowance  as  the  clerk  had 
taxed  it 


SUPBEMB  COUBT. 
Elizabeth  E.  Sandxbs  agt  Johk  Lsavt. 

Where  in  an  action  to  reoorer  powcarion  of  real  estate^  the  plaintiff  in  hia  com* 
plaint  avers  that  he  has  the  lawfU  title  as  the  owner  in  fee  simple  to  the  prop* 
ertft  and  that  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  said  real  estate,  and  nnlaw 
ftOlj  withholds  possession  of  the  same  ftom  the  plaintiff  SM^  8QiBd«Dt,  on 
demnrKr.    (Tfrit  agne$  wWi  Ensign  tgL  Sherman^  14  jBbio.  439.) 

New  -  York  Special  Term,  July,  1868. 
f  Ths  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  shows :  Thik 
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liie  said  plaintiiF  has  the  lawfal  title  as  the  ovvner  in  fee  simple 
to  the  followicg  described  real  estate  situate  in  the  city  of 
New-York,  in  the  county  and  state  of  New-York  to  wit : 

All  that  certain  lot,  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  situate,  lying  and 
being  in  the  city,  county  and  state  of  New- York,  on  the  north- 
erly side  of  Twenty-ninth  street^  and  between  Lexington  avenue 
and  Third  avenue,  bounded,  described  and  containing  as  fol- 
lows, viz. :  (giving  the  boundaries.) 

That  the  above  named  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  said 
real  estate,  and  unlawfully  withholding  possession  of  the  same 
£rom  the  plaintiff.  Wherefore  the  said  plaintiff  demands  j  udg- 
ment  that  the  said  defendant  may  be  adjudged  to  surrender 
possession  of  the  said  real  estate,  and  to  pay  to  the  said  plain- 
tiff damages  for  tlie  withholding  of  the  same,  and  for  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  to  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars. 

The  defendant  in  this  action  demurs  to  the  complaint  there- 
in, and  specifies  as  a  ground  of  objection  that  it  does  not  state 
fiicCs  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

Allan  Mslvills,  for  defendant^  argued  the  following 
points: 

The  sole  ground  of  demurrer  is,  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  because, 

First  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  or  her  grantor  was 
ever  in  possession. 

Second.  It  is  not  alleged  that  such  possession  was  disturbed^ 
and  they  were  evicted  by  the  defendant,  his  grantors  or  pre- 
decessors. 

The  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  has  the  lawful  title  as  the 
owner  in  fee  simple,  is  simply  alleging  a  conclusion  of  law ; 
and  the  allegation  that  the  defendant  is  in  possession  and  un- 
lawfully withholding  possession,  is  no  more,  as  respects  the 
words  "  unlawfully  holding  possession,"  there  being  no  prior 
averment  of  &cts  to  support  the  conclusion.  The  only  allegar 
tion  of  fact  in  the  whole  complaint  is,  that  the  defendant  is  in 
possession  and  withholds  the  same  from  the  plaintiff.  It  there- 
foie  follows,  that  all  tbe  &cts  which  the  complaint  avers  may 
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be  trae,  and  yet  the  plaintiff  not  have  a  shadow  of  right  to  the 
judgment  which  he  demands,  {See  Laiurence  agt  Wright,  2 
Ihier,  678.) 

So  far  the  sufGiciency  of  the  complaint  is  tested  by  the  Code, 
which  requires  that  the  complaint  in  all  actions  shall  state 
facts.  By  it  the  plaintiff  shows  no  title  or  interest  in  the  Lind, 
nor  that  she  was  ever  in  possession  of  the  property,  nor  that 
the  defendant  ever  entered  or  disturbed  her  possession.  By 
the  465th  section  of  the  Code,  *'  the  general  provisions  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  relating  to  actions  concerning  real  property, 
shall  apply  to  actions  brought  under  this  act^  according  to  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  without  regard  to  its  form." 
The  language  of  this  section  has  been  held  to  be  sufficiently 
broad  to  retain  the  mode  of  pleading  prescribed  hy  2  li.  & 
804,  §§  7,  8,  9  and  10,  marginal  paging.  (  Warren  agt  NeUigar, 
12  How.  408.) 

In  case  of  Ensign  agt  Sherman,  decided  by  Justice 
Emott,  (IS  How.  So,)  the  complaint  is  precisely  similar 
to  that  in  this  case,  and  a  demurrer  interposed,  was  sus- 
tained in  a  learned  opinion,  showing  a  full  examination  of  the 
question,  in  which  the  judge  states,  that  on  the  argument  he 
was  strongly  inclined  against  the  demurrer.  Opposed  to  the 
case  decided  by  Justice  Emott,  is  the  case  of  WaUer  agt 
Lockwood,  before  general  term,  sixth  district,  October,  1866, 
Judges  Shankland,  Mason,  Gray  and  Balcom.  But  the 
question  does  not  seem  to  have  undergone  a  very  full  discus- 
sion.  Judge  Balcom  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and 
the  complaint  is  precisely  similar  to  the  one  in  this  action  now 
before  the  court  The  complaint  is  sustained  after  reference 
to  the  case  decided  by  Harris,  Justice,  and  the  case  in  2  Duetj 
but  no  reasons  are  given  in  support  of  the  complaint  The 
court  hold  that  it  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover, 
contenting  itself  by  stating  that  the  form  of  the  complaint  need 
not  be  like  declarations  in  ejectment  under  the  Bevised  Stat- 
utes ;  that  it  must  state  facts  instead  of  fiction,  and  its  suffi- 
ciency must  be  tested  by  the  Code,  and  not  by  the  Bevised 
Statutes.    But  it  seems  to  have  fidled  to  apply  the  test  of  tho 
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Oode  8o  laid  down,  to  the  complaint  before  it,  which  will  not 
stand  the  test  The  decision  is  of  no  other  authority  than  one 
in  which  it  is  held  that  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  does  not  apply.  A  gain ;  the  Code  provides  that  actions 
shall  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party.  {Section 
1  ^.)  How  does  it  appear  that  this  action  was  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest?  A  statement  iD  a  com- 
plaint, of  the  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action  must  embrace 
the  plaintiff's  title,  or  in  other  words,  his  right  of  action  against 
the  defendant.     {Parker  agt.  Totten,  10  How.  238.) 

Does  anything  appear  on  the  &ce  of  the  complaint,  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  maintain  the  action  against  the 
defendant?  The  complaint  alleges,  that  the  plaintiff  has  the 
lawful  title  as  the  owner  in  fee  simple,  to  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion, which  is  simply  merely  alleging  a  conclusion  of  law,  in 
the  absence  of  any  statement  that  she  was  ever  in  possession. 
The  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  land  is  an  essential  fact  to  be 
proved,  and  not  being  avowed  either  expressly  or  by  neces- 
sary implication,  the  complaint  is  defective  for  this  reason 
alone,  because,  under  the  Code,  if  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  the  real  party  in  interest,  it  is  a  bar  to  the  action  and  no 
ftirther  defence  is  necessary.  {James  agt.  Chalmers^  2  SelcL 
215.)  Section  160  of  the  Code  does  not  apply  where  the 
whole  pleading  is  defective,  but  only  where  it  is  defective  in 
part  An  issue  of  law  can  only  arise  upon  a  demurrer.  {Oode^ 
249;  /d.  144.) 

H.  P.  TownsEiSDy  for  plainiiff J  argued  the  following  points : 
"  In  an  action  under  the  Code,  to  recover  the  possession  of 
real  estate,  the  complaint  is  sufficient  if  it  states  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  the  lawful  title  as  the  owner  in  fee  simple,  to  the 
premises  described  therein,  and  that  the  defendant  is  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  and  unlawfully  withholds  possession  ot 
the  same  from  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  demands  that 
the  defendant  may  be  adjudged  to  surrender  the  possession  to 
him,  and  to  pay  damages  for  the  unlawful  withholding  of  the 
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flame,  &c."  {WaUer agt  Lockwood,  28  Barbaur^s  Supreme  (hurt 
JBgpariSi  228 ;  overruling  Laioreifce  agt.  Wn/^  2  Duer^  678.) 

The  allegation  of  the  plaintiff's  having  the  l^gal  title,  im- 
pliea  the  allegation  that  ihe  plaintiff  has  been  poBseased  of  the 
premises  within  the  time  required  by  law.  "  The  peraon  es* 
tabliahing  a  legal  title  to  the  premises^  shall  be  presumed  to 
haye  been  possessed  thereof  within  the  time  required  by  law, 
and  the  oceupation  by  another  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
under  or  in  subordination  to  the  legal  title."  {Qxk^  §  81 ; 
Oraham^s  Practice^  page  76.) 

It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  pleading  more  than  the  &ct 
to  be  proved.  The  evidence  by  which  the  &ct  might  be 
proved,  need  not  be  set  out  in  the  pleading. 

Ingrahah,  Justice.  I  think  the  complaint  in  this  case  is 
sufficient.  To  recover  real  estate,  what  is  it  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  ?  Two  things :  first,  that  he  is  the  owner  of 
the  property ;  secondly,  that  the  defendant  withholds  from 
him  the  possession  without  right  Both  &cts  are  plainly 
averred  in  the  complaint  The  demurrer  admits  both  to  be 
true,  and  with  such  an  admission  made  on  the  trial,  could  any 
court  refuse  to  give  judgment  ? 

If  the  defendant's  views  are  right,  the  plaintiff  could  be  com- 
pelled to  set  out  the  evidence  on  which  he  relies  to  prove  his 
complaint,  and  then  he  would  be  liable  to  a  motion  to  strike 
such  allegations  from  the  complaint  K  there  was  any  doubt 
on  this  point,  the  decisions  of  the  general  term  in  the  second 
district^  in  Ensign  agt  Sherman^  (14  Sow,  489,)  of  the  sixth 
district  in  Walter  agt  Lockwood^  (23  Barb.  228,)  are  directly  in 
point 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer,  with  leave  to  de- 
fendant to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 
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Isaac  K  Oobham  agt  Thomas  C.  Ripley  and  others,  Ex- 
eoators,  &o. 

By  the  statute^  (3  JZ.  ;St  88,  §  3e,)  in  regard  to  a  raferenoe  of  claims  agtiDst  ex- 
ecntoni  and  ariminiatratora,  whereby  they  are  authorized  "  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  in  writing,  with  the  claimant,  to  refer  the  matter  in  controversy  to 
three  disinterested  persona,  to  be  approved  by  the  aurrogate^"  it  waa  intended 
that  the  parties  should  mutuday  agree  in  writing,  to  refer  the  daim,  and  in  caao 
they  should  fiul  to  select  referees  fi>r  themselves^  that  the  seleetion  should  be 
made  by  the  surrogate. 

It  is  not  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statato  for  the  executors  to  offer  to  refer 
the  claim  to  three  refereea  named  by  themselves.    If  such  a  proposition  is  re- 
jected, and  it  is  proposed  by  the  claimant  that  the  parties  appear  before  the  , 
surrogate,  for  the  purpose  of  having  referees  selected,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  ex- 
eoaton  to  accept  such  olfor,  to  save  them  fiom  the  payment  of  costs. 

Albany  Special  Termj  Augusiy  1857. 

Motion  for  costs  against  the  defendants  as  executors. 

The  action  was  brought  upon  two  promissory  notes  alleged 
to  have  been  made  bj  the  defendants'  testator.  Before  the 
suit  was  brought,  the  plaintiff  presented  his  demand  duly  yen* 
fied  to  the  defendants,  and  demanded  payment^  which  was  re« 
fiised.  He  then  offered  to  refer  the  claim  to  three  disinterested 
persons,  to  be  approved  by  the  surrogate,  as  provided  by  law. 
In  reply  to  this  offer,  the  defendants  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
a  stipulation  in  writing,  whereby  they  offered  and  agreed  to 
refer  the  claim  to  John  Banker,  Ephraim  Ogden  and  Job  An- 
drews, three  impartial  and  disinterested  persons,  to  be  ap« 
proved  of  by  the  surrogate.  The  plaintiff  declined  to  refer 
the  claim  to  the  persons  named,  but  served  upon  the  defend- 
ants a  notice  wherein  he  renewed  his  offer  to  refer  the  claim 
according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  provided,  and  to  appear 
before  the  surrogate  at  such  reasonable  time  a3  the  defendants 
might  name,  to  have  the  reference  agreed  upon  and  perfected. 
The  defendants  were  further  notified  that  their  omission  to  ap» 
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point  a  time  for  meeting  before  the  surrogate,  would  be  re- 
garded as  a  refusal  to  refer.  No  reply  was  made  to  this 
notice  by  the  defendants.  An  action  having  been  brought 
upon  the  demand,  and  issue  having  been  joined,  the  cause  was 
tried  at  the  Rensselaer  circuit  in  June,  1857,  and  resulted  in 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiflF,  fc»r  the  full  amount  of  his 
claim.  The  plaintiff  moved  for  costs  against  the  defendants, 
both  upon  the  ground  that  the  payment  of  his  demand  had 
been  unreasonably  resisted,  and  also  that  the  defendants  had 
refused  to  refer  the  same,  pursuant  to  statute. 

W.  A.  BeacHj  for  plaintiff. 
H.  K  WjLLEa,/or  deJendarUs. 

Harris,  Justice.  The  claim  for  costs  on  the  ground  that 
the  demand  was  unreasonably  resisted,  has  been  successfully 
defended.  The  circumstances  shown  by  the  defendants  in  op- 
position to  this  motion  were  abundantly  sufficient  to  justify 
them  in  refusing  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  demand.  But  I  think 
the  defendants  must  be  deemed  to  have  refused  to  refer  the 
claim,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  They  were' 
authorized  "to  enter  into  an  agreement  in  writing,  with  the 
claimant,  to  refer  the  matter  in  controversy  to  three  disinter- 
ested persons  to  be  approved  by  the  surrogate,"  (2  li.  &  88, 
§  86.)  The  language  of  this  provision  is  not  very  explicit^ 
but  I  think  it  was  intended  that  the  parties  should  mutually 
agree  in  writing,  to  refer  the  daim,  and  in  case  they  should 
Ml  to  select  referees  for  themselves,  that  the  selection  should 
be  made  by  the  surrogate.  It  cannot  be,  that  it  is  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  statute,  for  the  executors  to  offer  to  refer 
the  claim  to  three  referees  named  by  themselves.  When  this 
proposition  was  rejected,  and  it  was  proposed  that  the  parties 
should  appear  before  the  surrogate  for  the  purpose  of  having 
referees  selected,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  have  ac- 
cepted the  offer.  Their  omission  to  do  so,  has  rendered  them 
liable  for  costs.    The  motion,  therefore,  must  be  granted. 
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SUPBEME  COUET. 

Francss  Norsworthy  and  others  agt  Mary  N.  Beroh  and 

others. 

Under  tbe  statute  of  1865,  {Sesa,  Lam  of  1866,  eh,  327,)  in  which  authority  if 
given  to  the  court  to  order  a  sale  of  real  estate  or  a  portion  thereof  in  order  to 
pay  off  the  assessments  and  taxes  imposed  thereon,  the  only  cases  in  which  the 
oourt  can  order  such  sale,  is,  where  the  real  estate  or  any  part  of  it  has  been 
sold,  or  where  it  shall  thereafter  be  sold,  or  where  it  is  or  shall  become  liable* 
in  case  of  default,  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  a  tax  or  asseasment. 

The  statute  does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  taxes  and  assessments  have  been 
paid  and  the  land  discharged  therefirom,  and  it  is  sought  by  an  application  to 
the  court  for  a  sale  to  reimburBe  the  parties  who  have  made  such  payments. 

The  constihiJlMWjMly  of  this  act  cannot  be  questioned  successfhlly;  besides^  the 
court  of  appeals  have  settled  that  question  by  an  express  abjudication,  in  the 
case  o{  Jackson  agt  Colder^  {MS^  opinion^  1857,)  |>er  Johnson,  J. 

And  ihe  sale  which  the  court  is  authorized  to  order,  is  confined  to  the  real  estate 
within  the  city  or  village  where  the  real  estate  is,  which  is  assessed,  either  in 
whole  or  in  part,  and  no  authority  is  given  to  sell  any  property  out  of  the  city 
or  village,  which  is  not  assessed. 

Where  tbe  assessments  mostly  were  made  on  unimproved  property,  and  as  to  the 
productive  property,  they  were  for  purposes  which  conferred  quite  as  much 
benefit  on  the  fhture  estate  as  on  tbe  present  life  estate,  it  was  ordered  that  so 
much  o  the  property  as  was  required  therefor  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  be  ap- 
plied to  tbe  payment  of  the  assessments  and  the  costs  (^suit»  with  a  reference 
to  inquire  and  report  what  amount  was  necessary,  fta 

New  •  York  Special  Term,  July,  1858. 

The  plaintifis  having  life  interests  in  part  of  the  property 
devised  by  Samuel  Norsworthy,  deceased,  have  brought  this 
action  to  obtain  a  judgment  directing  a  portion  of  such  real 
estate  to  be  sold,  in  order  to  pay  off  and  discharge  various  as- 
sessments now  laid  upon  the  property,  and  for  which  they  al« 
lege  the  property  will  be  sold,  if  not  soon  redeemed  there- 
firom  by  payment  They  also  ask  to  have  a  portion  of  the 
property  sold  in  order  to  reimburse  the  plaintiffs  various  sums 
of  money  which  they  have  heretofore  paid  for  assessments  upom 
the  property  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action. 


916  NBW-YORK  PRAOnCE  BEPOBia 

Konworthy  agt  Berg^ 

WAKEMAN  &  LATTING,/w^infejj^5. 

ToMLiNSON  &  Waldkn,  /ot  tn/!in<  defendants^  H.  Humph- 
reys and  H,  Humphrey s^  Jr. 

Points  for  guardiaii  of  infant  defendant,  H.  Humphreyg. 

I.  The  court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  sale  of 
real  estate.  The  acts  of  1841  and  1856,  so  &r  as  they  au- 
thorize a  sale,  are  void  {Laws  of  1841,  ch  841 ;  1856,  ch. 
827 ;  Powers  agt  Bergen^  2  Sdd.  858 ;  Taylm  agt.  Porter^  4 
ElU,  140.) 

II.  If  the  acts  are  yalid  as  a  constitutional  exercise  of  the 
power  of  the  legislature,  they  constitute  the  only  authority  of 
the  court,  and  the  court  cannot  authorize  a  sale  in  a  case  not 
authorized  by  the  act    {Rogers  agt.  Dill^  6  Eill,  415.) 

The  act  of  1856  is  a  substitute  for  the  act  of  1841,  and 
repeals  it,  except  so  far  as  it  is  preserved  by  special  enact- 
ment {Powers  agt.  Barr^  24  Barb.  S.  C.  142 ;  per  Birdseyb, 
Justice.) 

1st  The  act  only  applies  to  cases  of  persons  holding  equal 
estatea    {Laws  of  1856^  p.  587,  §  1.) 

2d.  It  is  a  means  by  -which  the  assessment  may  be  appor- 
tioned among  them. 

8d.  The  property  to  be  sold  by  the  judgment  of  the  court 
must  have  been  either  sold,  or  be  liable  to  be  sold,  for  some  as- 
sessment imposed. 

Therefore  the  court  cannot  order  either. 

1st  ITie  sale  of  any  property  not  liable  to  assessment;  or 

2d.  Order  a  sale  of  any  property  to  reimburse  those  who 
have  already  paid  the  assessment 

in.  As  to,  on  whom,  and  what  estates  the  burden  should 
rest 

1.  The  will  devises  the  real  estate  to  the  testator's  children 
for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  the  grandchildren ;  the  per* 
Bonal  estate  is  given  to  the  children,  with  the  rents  of  the 
realty.  It  is  manifest  from  the  will  that  the  testator  in- 
tended that  the  rents,  Ac,  of  his  real  estate,  with  the  personal 
estate,  should  be  applied  to  the  preservation  of  the  estate,  and 
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tliat  the  property  Bhould  go  in  the  maimer  deviaed.  To  cany 
out  that  intent^  the  personal  property  should  be  applied  to  the 
preservation  of  the  real  estate.  {&e  Hgpbum  agt  Bq>bum,  2 
Bradford's  Sur.  R.  74,  76.) 

Where  an  assessment  goes  to  the  permanent  benefit,  it  may 
be  right  to  apportion  it  between  tenant  for  life  and  remainder- 
man, but  not  to  throw  all  upon  the  tenant  for  life.  {Claims 
agt  Chaberi,  8  Edw.  812.) 

Points  for  infimt  defendant^  H.  Humphreys,  Jr. 

I.  The  will  devises  the  real  estate  to  the  tesator's  children  for 
life,  with  the  fee  in  reversion  to  the  grandchildren.  It  is  mani- 
fest from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  will,  from  all  its  provisions, 
bequests  and  devises,  that  the  testator  intended  that  his  per- 
sonal estate,  or  the  income  of  his  real  estate,  should  be  applied 
to  the  preservation  of  the  estate,  and  save  it  from  destruction. 
To  this  end  he  gives  the  personal  property  with  the  real  estate 
to  his  children  for  life.  Such  being  the  intention,  a  sale  will 
not  be  ordered  contrary  to  it.  {Bogers  agt  DilJ^  6  Hill^  416, 
Acj  and  cases  cited.) 

n.  Although  as  a  general  rule,  ihe  reversions  must  pay  the 
assessments,  and  the  life  estate  the  interest  thereon,  still  where 
under  the  will  the  income  is  to  be  applied  to  protect  the  estate^ 
it  must  be  first  exhausted  to  pay  assessments  before  a  sale  can 
be  ordered,  and  so  where  real  and  personal  estate  are  mingled. 
{Hqibum  agt  Hepburn^  2  Brad/.  B.  74 ;  Parkinson  agt  Parh^ 
inson^  id.  77,  79.) 

in.  This  court  has  no  power  to  order  a  sale  of  the  estate  of 
an  in&nt,  except  so  fiff  as  they  are  authorized  by  statute. 
{Bogers  agt  JDiU,  6  HiU,  415.) 

TV.  The  acts  of  1841, 1842  and  1855,  only  authorize  a  sale 
to  pay  taxes  or  assessments,  or  to  redeem  the  same.  If  it  be 
sufficient  to  authorize  the  court  to  sell  the  in&nt's  estate  to  pay 
these  assessments,  it  does  not  authorize  a  sale  to  reimburse  the 
life  tenants  for  any  payments  made  by  them.  Neither  will  it 
authorize  a  sale  of  any  property  not  liable  for  the 
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ment  to  relieye  others.    {Pdwers  agi  Barr,  24  Barb.  S.  C.  R. 
142.) 

The  guardian  ad  liiem,  asks  for  an  allowance,  whatever  be 
the  decision  of  the  court. 

Ingrahak,  Justice.  Tn  regard  to  the  latter  object  of  this 
action,  viz.,  the  sale  of  property  to  reimburse  the  plaintiffia  for 
moneys  paid  by  them  for  assessments  heretofore  laid  upon  the 
property,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  no  authority  to  order  such 
sale  has  been  conferred  by  the  statute.  Before  the  act  of  1841 
was  passed,  no  authority  existed  by  which  property  held  by 
tenants  for  life  and  remaindermen,  could  be  sold  to  apportion 
the  assessments  between  them.  The  act  of  1841,  was  intended 
to  remedy  what  was  then  an  oppressive  rule  to  those  holding 
the  life  estate,  as  on  unimproved  property,  the  payment  of  as- 
sessments in  many  instances,  would  exceed  the  whole  value  of 
the  life  estate.  It  was  for  the  purpose  of  remedying  this  evil, 
that  the  various  statutes  of  1841,  1842  and  1855,  were  passed. 
As  the  latter  one  has  incorporated  in  it  all  the  provisions  of 
the  other  applicable  to  this  question,  I  shall  confine  myself  to 
the  examination  of  the  provisions  of  that  act. 

That  act  specially  enumerates  the  various  cases  in  which  its 
aid  may  be  invoked,  and  as  it  is  a  statute  interfering  with  the 
title  of  individuals  to  their  property,  and  in  fact  providing  for 
the  sale  of  it,  and  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds,  without  their  • 
consent,  it  should  not  be  extended  by  implication  beyond  the 
cases  expressly  designated  therein.  The  statute  in  its  opera- 
tion is  confined  to  the  following  cases.  By  the  first  section  of 
the  act,  {Session  Laws  of  1855,  ch,  827,)  the  proceeding  is  al- 
lowed where  the  real  estate  or  any  part  of  it  has  been  sold^  or  where 
it  shall  iJiereafier  be  sold,  or  where  it  is  or  shall  become  liable  in 
case  of  default^  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  a  tax  or  assessment. 

These  are  the  only  cases  in  which  authority  is  given  to  the 
court  to  order  a  sale  of  the  property.  The  land  upon  which 
the  plaintiffs  have  paid  the  assessments,  is  not  in  this  condi- 
tion, no  part  of  it  has  l)een  sold  for  assessments,  nor  is  it  liable 
to  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  same.     The  assessments  have  been 
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paid,  the  land  discharged  therefirom,  and  the  plaintiff,  if  they 
have  any  claim  against  the  defendants,  which  is  by  no  means 
clear,  can  only  enforce  it  by  an  action  against  them  personally. 
Different  questions  present  themselves  as  to  the  other  branch 
of  this  case. 

It  is  objected  that  the  act  under  which  this  proceeding  is 
taken  is  unconstitutional,  that  such  a  statute  alters  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  estate  as  made  by  the  testator,  and  that  the  rights  of 
the  infants  should  be  protected  against  the  claim  of  the  tenants 
for  life.  The  constitutionality  of  the  act  can  hardly,  I  think,  be 
questioned  successfully.  Its  provisions  are  akin  to  those  stat- 
utes which  allow  the  interests  of  infitnts  and  others  who  are 
incapable  of  acting  for  themselves,  to  be  sold  to  protect  those 
interests.  It  is  not  uncommon  to  order  the  sale  of  real  estate 
of  in&nts  and  other  persons,  unable  to  act  for  themselves,  to 
prevent  the  sale  of  such  property  for  taxes  or  assessments,  or 
where  in  any  case  the  interest  of  the  party  will  be  advanced 
thereby.  The  case  of  Taylor  agt  Porter^  (4  Hill^  140,)  was 
referred  to  upon  the  arguments,  as  an  authority  to  show  that 
the  property  of  an  individual  could  not  be  taken  for  the  pri- 
vate purposes  of  another.  But  such  is  not  the  question  in  this 
case.  Here  the  property  is  subject  to  an  assessment,  for  which 
the  interest  of  all  the  owners  in  it  may  be  sold.  The  unim- 
proved property,  if  sold  for  the  assessment,  would  be  lost  to 
the  owners  for  a  term  of  years,  much  longer  than  the  life  es- 
tate. The  operation  of  the  statute  is  to  protect  all  the  owners. 
The  sale  affects  all  equally,  and  the  appropriation  of  the  pro- 
ceeds is  to  be  by  an  equitable  apportionment  between  the  sev- 
eral owners  in  proportion  to  their  estates  therein. 

In  Powers  agt.  Bergen,  (2  Selden^  868,)  Justice  Jewett 
referring  to  the  act  of  1841,  says :  "  This  act  confers  upon  the 
court  of  chancery  all  necessary  power  to  adjust  contributions 
to  the  payment  of  assessments  among  the  parties  interested  in 
the  lands  on  which  the  assessments  are  imposed."  And  in 
Jackson  agt.  Oalder,  (J/*S  opinion^  1857,)  the  court  of  appeals 
have  sustained  the  constitutionality  of  this  act  by  an  express 
adjudication.    In  that  case,  Justice  Johnson  says,  **  that  such 
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a  provision  should  be  made,  is  as  evident  in  this  case  as  it  is 
in  partition.  The  tax  or  assessment  is  a  lien  on  the  land,  and 
under  that  lien  a  term  for  jears  ma;  be  created,  so  long  as 
completely  to  cutoff  the  practical  enjoyment  of  any  estate  in  the 
land  for  many  generations.  And  again,  the  power  which  the 
legislature  exercised  in  passing  this  act,  is  a  statutoiy  power 
when  exercised  under  due  restrictions^  and  its  existence  can- 
not be  questioned."  The  question  as  to  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act^  may  be  considered  as  disposed  o^  by  this  decision 
of  the  court  of  appeals. 

There  is  more  difficulty  in  disposing  of  the  other  questions 
which  arise,  as  to  the  property  which  should  be  sold.  The 
plaintifb  have  suggested  the  sale  of  unproductive  land  in  the 
interior  of  the  state,  but  such  property  cannot,  in  my  judgment, 
be  ordered  to  be  sold  for  this  purpose.  It  may  be  that  the  in- 
terests of  all  would  be  promoted  by  such  sale.  Undoubtedly 
the  interests  of  the  tenants  for  life  would  be,  as  they  would 
then  be  realizing  interest  from  what  now  produces  nothing. 
The  statute,  however,  does  not  authorize  such  sale.  The  au- 
thority is  given  where  several  persons  are  interested  in  any 
real  estoie  sUuaie  wUMn  the  bounds  of  any  city  or  village  in  this 
stcUCj  and  such  real  estate  or  any  part  of  it  has  been  assessed, 
&c.,  the  court  shall  have  power  to  order  a  sale  of  such  real  es- 
tate, or  any  part  or  parts  thereof 

The  sale  is  confined  to  a  portion  of  the  real  estate  within  the 
city  or  village  where  the  real  estate  ia  which  is  assessed,  either 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  it  confers  no  authority  to  sell  any 
property  out  of  the  city  or  village,  which  is  not  assessed.  The 
power  to  sell,  in  the  present  case,  can  only  be  exercised  in  r^ 
gard  to  property  in  ihe  city  of  New- York,  where  the  assess- 
ments have  been  imposed. 

It  does  not,  however,  follow,  that  because  there  are  cases 
where  such  a  sale  is  proper,  that  the  court  in  all  cases  would 
order  a  sale,  as  they  are  to  make  an  equitable  apportionment  of 
the  amount  among  the  several  owners.  Thus  for  example,  an 
annual  tax  upon  productive  property,  should  not  be  appoi^ 
tioned  in  whole  or  in  part  to  any  owner,  except  the  one  hold? 
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ing  the  life  estate.  An  assessment  for  a  temporary  purpose, 
could  ^ot  equitably  be  cbarged  upon  the  remainderman ;  all 
assessments  not  benefiting  the  reversion,  should  not  be  charged 
upon  the  residuary  estate  except  where  the  property  is  impro- 
ductiye. 

In  this  case,  the  assessments  mostly  are  on  unimproved  prop- 
erty, and  as  to  the  productive  property,  they  are  for  purposes 
which  confer  quite  as  much  benefit  on  the  future  estate  as  on 
the  present  life  estate,  being  for  the  opening  of  streets,  build- 
ing of  sewers,  curb  and  paving,  and  similar  charges ;  and  the 
referee  has  reported  that  all  the  improvements  for  which  such 
assessments  were  made,  were  permanently  beneficial  to  the  in* 
heritance. 

Judgment  must  be  ordered  for  the  plaintiffs,  directing  so 
much  of  the  property  in  the  city  of  New- York  as  ia  requisite 
therefor  to  be  sold,  and  that  the  proceeds  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  assessments  and  the  costs  of  this  suit.  That  it 
be  referred  to  Mr.  Ruggles,  the  former  referee,  to  inquire  and 
report  what  amount  is  requisite  to  discharge  and  pay  the  as- 
sessments and  costs ;  what  property  it  is  most  for  the  interests 
of  the  several  parties  should  be  sold,  and  in  deciding  thereon, 
that  he  take  into  consideration  what  portion  of  the  assessments 
should  be  borne  by  the  parties  having  different  interests  in  the 
property  assessed,  so  that  the  parties  holding  the  life  estates, 
shall  have  their  portion  of  the  assessments,  and  not  have  them 
charged  entirely  on  the  unproductive  property ;  and  all  further 
directions  are  reserved  xmtil  the  coming  in  of  such  report. 

7oL.  XVI.  21 
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f 

Sakuel  Dias,  Respondent  agt.  Patrick  J.  Short,  Appel- 

j  lant. 

I 

In  Actioiifl  oitHaindtT  the  rale  formerly  waa^  that  when  the  words  required  a  knowl* 

i  edge  of  extrinsic  facts,  either  to  sliow  their  meaning  or  their  applicability  to  the 
plaintiff;  all  sach  facts  must  be  both  averred  and  proved.  The  only  change  made 
by  the  Ck>de  in  this  respect,  is  to  dispense  with  such  averments  of  extrinsio 
ikots,  showing  the  appUcabQiUy  of  the  slander  to  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  still  necessary,  as  it  formerly  was,  to  aver  and  prove  any  facts  necessary  to 
explain  the  meaning  of  the  words  osed.  It  is  also  necessary,  of  course,  to  al- 
'  lege  that  the  words  were  spolcen  oi  and  concerning  the  plaintiff. 

Where  the  objection  talcen  at  the  trial,  is  for  the  want  of  a  material  averment 
which  the  plaintiff  must  prove  in  order  to  sustain  his  action,  unless  the  jodgo 
permit^  an  amendment  on  the  spot,  the  objection  is  as  &tal  as  it  would  be  on 
demurrer. 

But  where  the  objection  first  taken  on  the  trial  is  for  the  want  of  an  innuendo^ 
stating  the  meaning  of  the  words,  and  this  question  is  fiurly  left  to  the  joiy, 
and  they  find  them  slanderous,  the  court  ought  not^  after  the  verdict,  to  inter- 
fere.   The  verdict  aids  the  defect,  even  if  the  want  of  such  an  averment  would 

^  have  been  good  cause  of  demurrer. 

And  it  is  well  settled  that  Uie  meaning  of  the  words  used  by  the  defendant,  can- 
not be  proved  by  the  opiniana  of  witnesses,  or  their  statement  as  to  how  they 
understood  them. 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  was  charged  to  have  been  a  "  receiver  of  stolen  goodSi" 
which  words  were  considered  actionable  per  ae.  But  a  chaiige  that  **  he  had 
received  stolen  goods,"  would  not  have  been  considered  actionable ^wtm^  with- 
out the  additional  allegation  that  he  knew  they  had  been  stolen.  Per  S.  B. 
&TBON(},  Jtalice. 

Dutchess"  Oeneral  Term^  Afay,  1858. 

Be/ore^  Strong,  Lott  and  Emott,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  city  court  of  Brooklyn. 

Mb.  Garrison, /wqpjocZiint 
Mr«  Gilbert, /or  respcmcfent. 

By  the  court— Emott,  Justice.    If  the  words  uttered  by 
the  defendant,  imputed  to  the  plaintiff  feloniously  leceiying 
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Stolen  goods,  with  a  guilty  knowledge  of  the  theft,  they  are 
actionable  per  se.  Whether  they  did  so,  was  a  proper  ques- 
tion  for  the  jury  under  proper  instructions,  and  upon  a  suita- 
ble state  of  pleadings.  I  see  no  objection  to  the  instructions 
on  this  point  given  to  the  jury  in  the  court  below.  The  main 
question  is,  whether  the  complaint  was  so  defective  as  not  to 
state  any  cause  of  action  in  the  uttering  these  words  ?  The 
rule  is,  that  words  are  to  be  taken  in  the  sense  in  which  they 
are  generally  used,  and  would  be  naturally  understood.  {Bob- 
erts  agt  Camdefij  9  Hastj  9S.)  When  the  words  require  a 
knowledge  of  extrinsic  facts,  either  to  show  their  meaning  or 
their  applicability  to  the  plaintiff  the  rule  formerly  was,  that 
all  such  facts  must  be  both  averred  in  pleading  and  proved. 
{See  JliUer  agt.  Maxwell^  16  Wend.  9.)  The  only  change  made 
by  the  Code  in  this  respect,  is  to  dispense  with  such  averments 
of  extrinsic  facts,  showing  the  applicability  of  the  slander  to 
the  plaintiff  {Code,  §  164 ;  5  How.  171 ;  6  id.  99.)  It  is  still 
necessary  as  it  formerly  was,  to  aver  and  prove  any  facts  ne- 
cessary to  explain  the  meaning  of  the  words  used.  It  is  also 
necessary,  of  course,  to  allege  that  the  words  were  spoken  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  complaint  contains  a  colloquium,  alleg- 
ing that  the  slanderous  words  were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
there  cannot  be  said  to  be  any  extrinsic  facts  which  if  proved 
would  aid  in  understanding  or  explaining  the  words.  The 
most  which  can  be  contended  for  the  defendant  is,  that  the 
words  stated  in  the  complaint  and  proved  by  the  witnesses,  do 
not  distinctly  imply  a  charge  of  receiving  goods  knowing  them 
to  he  stolen^  so  that  the  complaint  merely  stating  their  publica- 
tion concerning  the  plaintiff,  in  the  language  of  Earon  Alex- 
ander, in  Hall  agt.  Blandy,  (1  Younge  <t  Jer,  488,)  might 
spread  one  entire  and  distinctly  slanderous  charge  on  the  record. 
Obvi«iusly,  however,  all  that  was  needed  to  make  this  com- 
plaint full  and  perfect,  even  to  such  a  requirement,  was  an  in- 
nuendo stating  the  meaning  of  these  words  to  be  a  charge  of 
guilty  reception  of  stolen  property.  If  the  objection  had  been 
taken  by  demurrer,  perhaps  it  might  have  been  fatal ;  but  I 
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think  when  sncli  an  objection  is  first  taken  at  the  trial,  and 
then  the  question  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  is  fairly  left  to 
the  jury,  and  they  find  them  slanderous,  we  ought  not  after 
the  verdict  to  interfere.  This  strikes  me  as  being  very  dear, 
because  the  innuendo  for  which  the  objection  calls,  if  it  had 
been  in  its  proper  place  in  the  complaint,  would  not  have  re*- 
quired  or  admitted  any  evidence  to  sustain  it 

Where  the  objection  taken  at  the  taial  is  for  the  want  of  a 
material  averment,  which  the  plaintiff  must  prove  in  order  to 
sustain  his  action,  unless  the  judge  permits  an  amendment  on 
the  spot,  the  objection  is  as  iatal  as  it  would  be  on  demurrer. 
But  it  is  well  settled  in  our  courts,  that  the  meaning  of  the 
words  used  by  the  defendant  cannot  be  proved  by  the  opin* 
ions  of  witnesses,  or  their  statement  as  to  how  they  understood 
them.  {Oibson  agt  Williams,  4  Wend.  820.)  Although  the 
meaning  of  the  words  and  their  application  are  questions  for 
the  jury  on  the  evidence.  {Vide  &  C,  and  Van  VecJiten  agt 
Hopkins,  6  J.  B,  211.)  Yet  it  must  be  upon  proper  evidence^ 
that  is,  upon  proof  of  fiicts  only.  The  words  alleged  here,  are 
not  cant  or  slang  phrases,  or  words  used  in  a  sense  peculiar  to 
any  class  of  people,  and,  therefore,  requiring  an  averment  of 
their  cant  meaning,  or  the  sense  in  which  any  classes  of  persons 
used  them.  There  was  nothing,  therefore,  in  which  this  com- 
plaint is  deficient,  which  would  have  permitted  any  additional 
evidence,  and  there  was  no  evidence  admitted  on  the  trial, 
Yrhich  required  any  additional  statements  in  the  complaint  to 
justify  it  A  judgment  should  not  be  reversed  imder  such  cir- 
cumstances, after  a  verdict,  for  the  want  of  a  merely  formal 
averment  in  the  pleading.  The  verdict  aids  the  defect,  even 
if  the  want  of  such  an  averment  would  have  been  good  cause 
of  demurrer. 

This  court  has  held,  however,  in  Mmgn  agt  Shermarij  (14 
Haw.  439,)  that  mere  formalities  in  pleading,  that  is,  allega- 
tions requiring  no  prooj^  are  abolished  by  the  Gode,  and  their 
absence  does  not  even  make  a  pleading  demurrable.  I  think 
the  principle  applied  in  that  decision  is  sound,  and  althoi^ 
it  reversed  my  opinion  at  special  term,  I  yielded  to  my  brethr 
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len  upon  the  question  of  its  applicability  to  tbftt  oaie,  vh^re 
Qg  here,  it  was  a  question  of  statemeat  and  not  of  proof.  That» 
liowever,  was  upon  spcc^  demurrer;  the  ease  at  bar  i$ 
Btrengthenedi  aa  I  have  already  said,  by  a  verdict  afi&rmixig 
the  slanderous  meaning  of  the  words  for  which  this  suit  ii 
brought^  and  thus  supplying  the  want  of  an  innuendo  ^ting 
such  a  sense  in  the  complaint 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

LOTT,  Justice,  concurred. 

S.  B.  Stbono,  Justice.  I  ooneur  in  this  opinion.  The 
eharge  made  by  the  defendant  againsli  the  plaintiff,  was  not 
simply  that  he  had  received  stolen  goods*  If  it  had  been,  I 
should  think  that  it  would  not  have  been  actionable  per  se^ 
without  the  additional  allegation  that  he  knew  that  they  had 
been  stolen.  But  the  plaintiff  was  cbai^ged  to  have  been  ^<  a 
receiver  of  stolen  gooda"  That  implies  a  habit  of  receiving 
such  goods,  and  conveys  a  meaning,  as  it  is  generally  und«> 
stood,  that  the  receiver  encouraged  such  thefts,  and  knew  that 
^y  had  been  committed  when  he  received  the  goodsL 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Hekrt  C.  Bowers  agt  Tallkadoe  and  Hswett. 

In  an  action  to  staj  proceedings  on  a  judgment  against  three  defendants^  bron^^t 
by  one  of  said  defendants,  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  soit,  and  a  general 
assignee  of  the  said  three  defendants,  on  demurrer, 

A^  that  there  was  a  defeot  of  parties.  The  other  two  defendants  in  thi  flMt 
judgmeot  should  haye  been  made  parties,  either  plaintiib  or  defendants^ 

Bach  an  action,  however,  cannot  be  sustained,  because  the  plaintiff  can  have  all 
the  relief  he  is  entitled  to^  on  motion  in  the  origmal  suit  It  is  out  of  place  to 
bring  an  action  to  stay  another  action  in  the  rame  court,  where  hy  a  simple 
motion  the  matter  can  be  easily  heard  and  disposed  of  in  the  original  action. 
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New .  York  Special  Ihrm,  July,  1858. 

This  action  was  brought  bj  the  plaintiff  against  the  defend- 
ants for  the  purpose  of  haviog^a  certain  judgment  declared 
void  as  against  the  plaintiff  The  plaintiff  demanded  judg- 
ment as  follows:  ''The  plaintiff  demands  judgment  in  this 
action,  that  the  judgment  entered  in  the  aforesaid  action  in 
which  Henry  B.  Hewett  was  plaintiff,  and  John  J.  Tallmadge, 
Henry  C.  Bowers  and  Balph  L.  Howell,  were  defendants,  on 
or  about  the  27th  day  of  October,  1866,  for  the  sum  of  $493.88, 
shall  be  ordered  by  a  judgment  of  this  court  to  be  satislBed  or 
vacated  of  record,  and  that  the  same  be  adjudged  irregular, 
fraudulent  and  void,  as  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  and 
one  of  the  defendants  in  said  action."  Proceedings  supple- 
mentary  to  execution  had  been  taken  upon  this  judgment 
against  the  defendant  Henry  C.  Bowers,  the  plaintiff  in  this  ac- 
tion. And  an  injunction  was  asked  to  restrain  such  proceed- 
ings. It  was  also  alleged  that  Samuel  W.  Tallmadge  was  the 
general  assignee  of  the  defendants  John  J.  Tallmadge,  Henry 
C.  Bowers  and  Balph  L.  Howell,  the  defendants  in  said  judgment. 

The  defendant  Tallmadge,  demurred  to  the  complaint,  and 
assigned  as  causes  of  demurrer:  '^  1st  That  there  is  another 
action  pending  between  the  same  parties  for  the  same  cause. 
2d.  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  plaintiff  in  that  Ralph 
L.  Howell  and  John  J.  Tallmadge,  are  not  made  parties 
plaintiff  or  defendant.  Sd.  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties 
defendants,  in  that  this  defendant,  Samuel  W.  Tallmadge,  is 
improperly  made  a  party  to  this  action.  4th.  That  the  com- 
plaint does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, (among  other  respects,)  in  that  it  is  not  alleged  that 
the  judgment  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  has  ever  been  paid 
or  satisfied,  or  that  it  is  not  justly  due ;  and  also  in  that  no 
action  will  now  lie  in  this  court  to  vacate  or  satisfy  a  judg- 
ment recovered  in  another  action  in  said  court,  or  to  restrain 
proceedings  therein." 

Learned,  Wilson  &  Cook,  for  dtfendanis. 
Wm.  0.  UoBNFAQtERf  far  plaintiff. 
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Ikorahah,  Justioe.  The  objection  diat  there  is  a  defect  of 
parties  is,  I  think,  well  taken.  There  were  three  defendants 
in  the  former  suit,  and  judgment  recovered  against  them.  One 
of  these  defendants  brings  this  action  to  stay  proceedings  on 
that  judgment  The  other  defendants  in  the  original  suit  are 
not  made  parties  here,  either  plaintiff  or  defendants.  Thej 
are  necessarily  interested  in  the  matter.  K  they  are  unwilling 
to  join  as  plaintiffs,  they  should  be  made  defendants.  {Oockf 
§§  118, 119  and  122.) 

I  think  also,  that  an  action  of  this  kind  should  not  be  sus- 
tained. The  plaintiff  can  have  all  the  relief  he  is  entitled  to 
on  motion  in  the  original  suit,  more  expeditiously  and  in  a 
mode  more  consistent  with  the  proper  administration  of  jus- 
tice. It  seems  to  be  very  much  out  of  place  to  bring  an  ao* 
tion  to  stay  another  action  in  the  same  court,  where  by  a  sim- 
pie  motion  the  matter  can  be  easily  heard  and  disposed  of  in 
the  original  action.  Such  a  multiplication  of  actions  should 
not  be  encouraged.  (4  How.  Pr.  Bep.  860 ;  8  How,  Pr.  Hep. 
416.) 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Jahes  O'Callaghan  agt  Maroabbt  Cabboll. 

Where  an  appeal  ia  takenfroma  jadgmentof  a  jtiatioeof  tbepeaoeito  tbe  conntj 
ooart,  and  the  coantj  coi3rt»  as  it  is  aothorissed  to  do  by  the  13th  subdivision  of 
§  30  of  the  Ck)de,  (in  cases  where  the  conntj  jadge  is  disqualified  flnom  heap- 
ing the  appeal,)  transfers  the  action  to  the  supreme  court,  the  appellant  on  the 
nyersal  of  the  judgment  is  entitled  to  the  same  easts  onlj  as  if  the  reversal  had 
been  rendered  by  the  county  court,  to  wit :  $16,  together  with  the  fees  of  o& 
fleers,  and  disburpemonts. 

The  allowance  for  costs  on  appeal,  provided  by  tlie  5th  subdivision  of  the  807tb 
section  of  the  Code,  is  only  applicable  to  appeals  to  the  supreme  court  An 
appeal  above  mentioned  is  not  made  to  the  supreme  court,  but  to  the  count/ 
oonrt»  and  it  by  operation  of  law  iran^erred  to  the  supreme  court. 
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40091^  i^MoaZ  Term^  October,  1867. 

CosTO  on  ^ppeaL  The  plaintiff  reocyvfired  a  judgment 
f^nst  the  defendant  in  the  Troj  justices'  courts  for  one  hun* 
djned  dollars,  besides  costs.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the 
fwnty  court  of  Bensselaer  county.  The  county  judge  being 
disqualified  fix>m  hearing  the  appeal,  the  case  was  transferred 
to  Uie  supr^ne  court,  in  the  manner  presGxibed  in  the  13th 
Qobdivision  of  the  80th  section  of  the  Code.  ' 

The  appeal  having  been  argued  before  the  supreme  court 
the  judgment  of  the  justices'  court  was  reversed.  Upon  the 
tfpcation  of  the  costs  upon  such  reversal,  the  attorney  for  Ihe 
fippellant  claimed  to  be  allowed  $15  tor  proceedings  before  ar- 
gument, and  $30  for  the  argument,  besides  $10  for  a  calendar 
fi^  at  a  term  when  the  cause  was  not  reached.  The  clerk  dis> 
allowed  these  items,  and  allowed  $15  for  the  costs  upon  the 
riQversal,  together  with  disbursements.  From  this  taxation  th^ 
d^ndant  appealed. 

R.  A.  ParkesteUj  for  plaintiff. 
0.  W.  Boot,  for  defendant. 

Habris,  Justice.  The  appeal  was  to  the  county  court,  as 
required  by  the  852d  section  of  the  Code.  There  was  no  other 
appeal  in  the  case.  The  county  court,  as  it  was  authorized 
to  do  by  the  13th  subdivision  of  the  SOth  section  of  the  Code, 
transferred  the  action  to  this  court,  which  thereby,  and  not  by 
virtue  of  any  appeal,  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 

The  371st  section  of  the  Code,  authorizes  an  allowance  to 
t^  appellant,  upon  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  on  appeal  from 
a  justices'  court  to  the  county  court,  of  fifteen  dollars,  together 
with  the  fees  of  officers  and  disbursements.  This  was  such  an 
l^pe^.  It  was  not  the  less  so,  because  by  operation  oi  law, 
it  was  transferred  to,  and  the  judgment  of  reversal  was  ren- 
dered by  this  court.  The  allowance  provided  by  the  5th  sub- 
division of  the  307th  section  of  the  Code,  is  only  applicable  to 
appeals  to  this  court.  In  this  case  there  was  no  such  appeal, 
and  there  being  none,  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  have 


'  NSW-TOBK  PBACTICE  EEPOETa  ft^^ 

Watorbory  agt  Sinclair. 

lier  costs  taxed  under  ibis  provisioo.  {See  Taylor  agi  JSkekjf^ 
4  Saw.  814.)  There  was  no  error  in  the  taxation,  and  the 
motion  should  iherefoire  be  denied,  but  without  corts. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


JSoAS  Waterburt,   Respondent  agt  W.  Ann  Sinclair 
and  George  Sinclair,  impleaded,  &g. 

This  ftctiou  was  biDught  upon  a  promisaoiy  note  made  by  D.  puyable  to  W.,  (tlio 
plaintifl^)  or  his  order,  three  months  after  date,  for  an  alleged  present  indebt- 
edness in  part,  and  in  part  for  prospective  rent  It  was  indorsed  in  blank  by 
8.,  aocediDg  to  and  knowing  the  purpose  for  which  the  note  was  made,  before 
it  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff. 

EbU  on  a  review  of  all  the  principal  cases  upon  this  question,  that  the  only  waj 
in  which  the  plaintiff  could  make  tbe  note  available  to  himself  against  the  in* 
dorser,  would  be  by  indorsing  it  to  the  defendaLt  S.  without  recourse,  and  then 
takmg  the  defendant  S.*s  Indorsement  as  the  source  of  his  title,  as  well  as  the 
foundation  of  his  rights. 

Also  Jhddf  that  the  complaint  was  defective  in  not  alleging  such  a  transfer.  I( 
did  not  show  the  defendant  S.  to  have  indoraed  the  note  at  all  in  a  legal  sense^ 
and  the  plaintiff  must  get  an  indorsement,  and  not  rely  on  parol  proof  of  a  con- 
tract, or  he  could  not  recover  under  the  present  doctrines  of  the  courts.  The 
defendant  S.  could  not  be  charged  as  maker  or  guarautor. 

This  decision  reversed  that  at  special  terra,  where  it  was  held  by  8.  B.  Strokq, 
Justice,  that  no  indorsement  by  the  payee  (jdaintlff;  was  necessary,  in  order 
to  perfect  his  right  His  rights  whatever  tliey  were,  accrued  when  the  note 
was  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  him,  and  were  in  no  manner  dependent  upon 
any  additional  indorsement ;  that  the  rule  that  the  payee  must  first  iudorse  the 
note,  is  founded  upon  Uie  fact  that  he  alone  can  transfer  it;  and  that  when,  aa 
in  this  case,  there  was  no  transfer,  the  reason  of  the  rule  Med. 

Kings  General  Term^  Fdruary^  1858. 
Present^  S.  B.  Strong,  Loit  and  Emott,  Jusiioes. 
The  complaint  of  the  above  named  plaintiff  respectfully 
shows  to  this  conrt : 
That  on  the  9th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  1855,  the  de? 
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fendant  George  Dick  was  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  in 
the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  eight  dollars  and  forty-two  cents, 
for  rent  of  certain  premises  in  the  uity  of  Brooklyn,  before  that 
time  let  and  rented  to  said  defendant  Dick,  by  this  plaintiff, 
and  for  a  certain  promissory  note  made  by  said  Dick,  and  de- 
livered to  this  plaintiff^  which  was  then  past  due  and  held  by 
said  plaintiff.  That  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  said  in- 
debtedness, and  also  the  further  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars, 
which  would  accrue  and  become  due  firom  said  defendant  Dick, 
to  this  plaintiff,  on  the  first  day  of  February  then  next,  for  the 
rent  of  said  premises  above  mentioned,  and  in  consideration  of 
the  forbearance  of  the  day  of  payment  of  said  indebtedness  by 
this  plaintiff,  and  as  an  inducement  for  said  plaintiff  to  allow 
said  Dick  to  remain  in  possession  of  said  premises,  said  Dick 
agreed  to  make  and  deliver  to  this  plaintiff  his  promissory 
note  in  writing,  indorsed  and  guarantied  to  this  plaintiff  by 
the  defendant  William  Ann  Sinclair,  then  ^feme  sole,  and 
known  by  the  name  of  William  Ann  Lawson,  payable  three 
months  thereafter,  for  the  sum  of  four  hundred  and  thirteen 
dollars  and  eighty-two  cents,  being  the  amount  of  said  indebt- 
edness, with  three  months'  interest,  and  the  said  rent  of  said 
premises ;  and  the  said  defendant  William  Ann  Lawson,  with 
a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  above  stated,  and  for  the  same 
consideration,  agreed  to  indorse  and  guaranty  said  note  to  this 
plaintiff 

That  thereupon,  in  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  and  for  the 
consideration  aforesaid,  the  said  George  Dick,  on  the  said  ninth 
day  of  November,  in  the  year  1855,  made  his  promissory  note 
in  writing,  bearing  date  on  that  day,  whereby  for  value  re* 
ceived,  he  promised  to  pay,  three  months  after  the  date  there- 
oj^  to  this  plaintiff,  or  his  order,  the  said  sum  of  four  hundred 
and  thirteen  dollars  and  eighty -two  cents,  for  value  received,  at 
No.  190  Pearl  street,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn ;  and  the  said 
defendant  William  Ann  Sinclair,  indorsed  the  same  by  the 
name  of  ''  W.  A.  Lawson,"  and  the  same  was  afterwards  duly 
delivered  to  this  plaintiff,  who  thereupon  became,  and  ever 
«ince  has  been,  and  now  is,  the  sole  owner  and  holder  thereof 
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That  said  defendant  Dick  remained  in  posBeasion  of  said  pTem« 
iaea  until  after  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  became  due 
for  rent  That  on  the  day  whereon  the  said  note  became  due 
and  payable,  the  same  was  duly  presented  for  payment  at  the 
place  therein  designatedi  and  payment  thereof  was  duly  de- 
manded which  was  refased,  whereupon  said  note  was  duly 
protested  for  non-payment,  and  due  notice  of  such  non-pay- 
ment and  protest  was  on  the  same  day  given  to  said  defendant 
William  Ann  Lawson. 

That  since  the  said  note  became  due,  and  as  this  plaintiff  is 
informed  and  believes,  some  time  during  the  year  1867,  the 
said  defendant  William  Ann  Lawson,  intermarried  with  the 
defendant  Geoige  Sinclair,  and  is  now  the  wife  of  said  George 
Sinclair. 

That  no  part  of  the  sum  secured  by  said  note  has  been  paid 
to  this  plainti£^  or  to  any  peison  for  his  use,  and  that  the  said 
defendants  are  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  on  account 
thereof,  in  the  sum  of  four  hundred  and  thirteen  dollars  and 
eighty-two  cents,  and  also  in  the  further  sum  of  seventy-five 
cents  for  the  fees  of  said  protest  paid  by  this  plaintiff,  besides 
interest 

Wherefore  thisplaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  said 
defendants,  for  the  sum  of  four  hundred  and  fourteen  dollars 
and  fifty-seven  cents,  together  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
twelfth  day  of  February,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
fifty-six,  besides  his  costs  of  this  action. 

The  above  defendants  demur  to  the  complaint  of  the  plain- 
tiff  herein,  and  assign  for  a  ground  of  objection  thereto  that  it 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  as 
to  said  defendants. 

S^pecial  Term,  December  1st,  1857. 

Present,  Hon.  S.  B.  Stbong,  Justice.  The  demurrer  of  the 
defendants  George  Sinclair  and  William  Ann  his  wife,  to  the 
complaint  in  this  action,  having  been  argued,  and  afiier  hearing 
John  Paulding,  Esq.,  of  counsel  for  said  defendants,  in  support 
of  said  demurrer,  and  Theodore  F.  Jackson,  of  counsel  &r 
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plaintifP,  in  opposition  thereto :  It  is  ordered  and  adjudged, 
ihat  the  same  be  overruled  with  costs,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
have  judgment  thereon  with  costs  against  said  defendants 
And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered  that' the  said  defendants  haye 
liberty  to  answer  the  complaint  in  this  action,  on  payment  of 
the  costs  of  their  said  demurrer,  a  copy  of  such  answer  to  be 
served,  and  such  costs  to  be  paid  within  twenty  days  from  the 
service  of  a  copy  of  this  order.  And  in  the  meantime  let  pxo» 
ceedings  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  be  stayed 

S.  B.  Strong,  Justice.  This  is  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  and  an  indorser,  who  was 
9k  feme  sole  when  she  indorsed  the  note,  but  has  since  married, 
and  her  husband  was  made  a  party. 

The  note  was  payable  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  order,  three 
months  after  its  date.  It  was  partly  for  a  debt  from  the  maker 
to  the  payee,  existing  at  the  time,  and  partly  for  prospective 
rent,  and  was  made  and  indorsed  pursuant  to  an  arrangement 
between  the  maker  and  the  payee  to  extend  the  time  of  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  and  to  preserve  the  continued  occupancy 
of  the  demised  premises,  which  was  known  to  the  indorser. 
It  was  indorsed  in  blank  before  it  was  delivered  to  the  plain- 
ts. The  note  was  presented  to  the  maker  when  it  became 
due,  and  payment  was  refused,  and  it  was  thereupon  protested, 
and  due  notice  given  to  the  indorser. 

As  the  note  was  negotiable,  and  there  ns  no  express  engage* 
ment  by  Mrs.  Sinclair,  as  guarantor,  she  must  be  considered 
as  an  indorser  only.  The  allegation  in  the  complaint,  that  she 
agreed  to  guaranty  the  payment  of  the  note,  is  not,  therefore, 
made  out ;  but  as  that  is  coupled  with  the  averment  that  she 
agreed  to  indorse  it,  what  is  said  in  reference  to  the  guaranty 
may  be  considered  as  surplusage.  The  plaintiff  can  sustain 
his  suit  if  he  should  prove  enough  of  the  averments  in  his 
complaint  to  maintain  an  action,  although  he  may  fail  in  ee- 
tabiishing  tlie  whde. 

The  main  question  is,  whether  one  who  has  indorsed  a  not» 
bdbre  delivery,  can  be  made  liable  to  the  payee  who  has  not 
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indorsed  it  ?  That  one  may  become  an  indorser,  under  such 
metimfitances,  appears  to  be  well  settled.  An  indoi^ment  hf 
ihe  payee  is  undoubtedly  essential  to  a  valid  transfer  of  the 
note  when  it  is  payable  to  his  order ;  and  when  he  actually 
indorses  it,  I  cannot  see  that  he  can  maintain  an  action  upon 
it  against  a  subsequent  indorser.  That,  if  permitted,  would 
be  an  inversion  of  the  usual  order  of  liability.  The  idea  of 
the  late  chancellor,  that  a  subsequent  indorser  may  be  ren« 
dered  responsible  to  a  prior  one  by  an  indorsement  by  the  lat- 
ter, without  recourse  to  him  and  a  delivery  of  the  note  to  some 
nominal  plaintiff  who  might  prosecute  for  him,  was  denounced 
when  it  was  advanced,  by  a  learned  member  of  the  court  for 
the  correction  of  errors,  and  at  any  rate  is  not  now  considered 
to  be  sound  law. 

That  any  one  who  writes  his  name  upon  the  back  of  a  ne* 
gotiable  note  not  then  indorsed  by  the  payee,  assumes  an  in- 
choate liability,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  If  the  name  and  sig- 
nature of  the  payee  should  afterwards  be  prefixed,  that  would 
be  clearly  all  that  would  be  formally  necessary  to  consummate 
Ae  responsibility.  That  would,  as  I  conceive,  be  absolutely 
necessary  in  all  cases  when  the  holder  was  to  be  any  other 
than  the  payee.  ^ 

Bat  is  there  the  same  or  any  necessity  for  an  indorsement 
by  the  payee  when  there  is  a  general  indorsement  by  another 
^signed  for  his  benefit  ?  What  is  the  general  engagement  by 
the  indorser  ?  It  is  to  pay  the  note  to  any  subsequent  holder, 
provided  it  is  duly  presented  to  and  payment  refused  by  the 
maker,  and  due  notice  of  non-payment  is  ^ven.  It  can  makel 
no  difference,  as  I  conceive,  whether  the  subsequent  holder  is 
Ae  payee  or  another.  There  is  the  same  equity  in  &vor  of 
either,  and  there  is  no  technical  rule  against  the  liability  to  the 
payee,  unless  he  is  also  the  prior  indorser. 

An  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  is  considered  in  the  light 
of  a  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  upon  the  maker  to  pay  tiie 
amount  to  any  subsequent  holder,  whether  named  or  not 
{OhtUy  on  Bilb,  155,  166,  and  the  eases  there  cited.)  Surely  he 
make  the  bill  of  exchange  payable  to  the  person  named  in 
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Ae  body  of  the  note  as  the  payee.  There  is  no  principle  ap* 
plicable  to  conunercial  paper  which  forbids  that.  That  it  may 
be  an  order  upon  the  maker  to  do  what  he  at  the  same  time 
engages  to  do,  can  make  no  difference.  That  is  done,  or  is  the 
effect  of  what  is  done,  in  other  cases ;  as  when  there  has  been 
a  previons  promise  of  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  to  ao> 
cept  it,  or  where  a  bill  payable  at  a  future  day  has  been  ac- 
cepted. There  are  in  such  cases,  both  an  order  firom  one,  and 
a  promise  by  another,  upon  such  order  already  made,  or  to  be 
made  to  pay.  In  substance,  the  note  in  question  contains  a 
promise  to  pay  money  to  the  payee  upon  the  order  of  the  in* 
dorser ;  and  that  under  such  circumstances,  an  action  may  be 
maintained  by  the  payee  against  the  indorser,  was  decided  in 
the  case  of  WiUis  agt  Oreen,  (10  Wend.  516.) 

There  is  no  necessity  for  proving  a  valid  consideration  for 
the  obligation  of  an  indorser,  and  certainly  none  fur  reducing 
the  consideration  to  writing.  He  is  not  considered  as  entering 
into  a  special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt^  de&ult  or  mis- 
carriage of  another  person  within  the  statute.  An  entire  want 
of  consideration  might  be  available  between  tlie  original  parties 
at  common  law,  but  in  this  case  enough  is  averred  to  create 
the  liability  of  an  indorser. 

The  Ciiso  of  Oilmore  agt.  i§)ies,  (1  Barb.  S.  C.  R  168,  and  1 
OomsL  821,)  was  much  like  that  now  under  consideration,  ex- 
cept that  no  notice  had  there  been  given  to  the  indorser.  He 
escaped  solely  on  that  ground. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  that  case,  who  was  an 
acute  and  experienced  lawyer,  contended  before  this  court,  that 
the  indorser  was  ''  only  liable  on  condition  of  a  demand  of  pay* 
meut  at  the  expiration  of  the  days  of  grace  and  notice  of  non* 
paj'ment."  He  did  not  contend,  nor  did  this  court  assume, 
that  the  indorser  would  not  have  been  liable  if  demand  of  pay- 
ment bad  been  given,  duly  made  and  notice  of  non-payment 
had  been  given.  If,  in  that  case,  the  indorser  did  not  origin- 
ally assume  any  liability  to  the  payee,  that  would  have  been 
a  sufficient  defence  for  him  ;  and  it  would  have  been  unneces- 
sary to  consider  any  other.     When  the  case  was  before  the 
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court  of  appeals,  the  defendant  was  considered  by  Judge  Bron* 
SON  to  be  an  indorser,  and  as  such  entitled  to  notice  of  non-pay- 
ment Such  was  also  the  opinion  of  Judge  Jewett,  but  Judge 
Gardiner  dissented,  and  held  that  the  defendant  by  his  in- 
dorsement contracted  that  if  the  note  was  duly  demanded  of 
the  maker,  and  not  paid,  or  if  after  the  exercise  of  due  dili- 
geuce,  no  such  demand  could  be  made,  he  would  on  due  notice 
pay  the  amount  to  the  indorsee  or  holder.  In  that  case,  as  in 
this,  the  action  was  by  the  payee  of  a  note  against  the  indorser, 
and  neither  counsel  nor  any  of  the  judges  supposed  that  the 
indorser  did  not  assume  any  liability  to  the  payee.  In  the 
case  of  Herrick  agt.  Carman^  (12  Johnson,  1^9,)  the  note,  it  is 
true,  had  been  indorsed  by  Herrick  when  it  was  delivered  to 
the  payees,  but  they  subsequently  prefixed  their  indorsement 
and  then  sold  it  to  Carman,  at  a  large  discount,  to  whom  the 
fiKSts  were  known.  Chief  Justice  Spencer  remarked,  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  Herrick  indorsed  the  note  for  the  purpose 
of  ^ving  the  maker  credit  with  the  payees,  or  that  he  was  in 
anywise  informed  of  the  use  to  which  the  maker  intended  to 
apply  the  note ;  and  that  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  to  the 
contrary,  the  court  must-  intend  that  Herrick  meant  only  to 
become  second  indorser,  with  all  the  rights  incident  to  that 
situation.  The  chief  justice  adds,  that  Herrick  must  have 
known  that  his  indorsement  would  be  nugatory,  unless  pre-. 
ceded  by  that  of  the  payees  of  the  note.  He  cites  no  authority 
for  this,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  what  he  said  was  in  ref- 
erence to  the  circumstances  of  that  case ;  and  that  be  did  not 
intend  to  lay  down  the  rule  as  of  universal  application. 

The  case  of  Ellis  agt.  Brown,  was  where  there  had  been  a 
transposition  of  indorsements,  and  the  question  was,  whether 
in  such  case,  an  indorser  in  effect  could  recover  against  his 
indorsee,  and  it  was  rightly  decided  that  he  could  not.  That 
is  certainly  the  rule  where  the  payee  of  the  note  actually  in- 
dorses it,  or  where  his  indorsement  is  necessary  to  give  it  effect 
in  the  liands  of  him  who  seeks  to  enforce  it  But  in  the  pres- 
ent case,  no  indorsement  by  the  payee  was  necessary  in  order 
to  perfect  his  right     His  rights,  whatever  they  were,  accrued 
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when  the  note  was  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  him,  and  weze 
in  no  manner  dependent  upon  any  additional  indorsement; 
what  they  were  has  been  already  shown. 

I  repeat,  that  the  rule  that  the  payee  must  first  indorse  the 
note,  is  founded  upon  the  &ot,  that  he  alone  can  transfer  it; 
and  that  when,  as  in  this  case,  there  was  no  transfer,  the  rea- 
son of  the  rule  fails ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  inapplicable. 

There  must  be  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to 
the  d€{fendants  Sinclair  and  wife,  to  withdraw  their  demurrer 
and  answer  in  twenty  days^  upon  the  payment  of  costs. 

JoHJN"  Paulding,  counsel  for  appellant 

FirsL  The  action  must  either  stand  upon  the  note  itself  or 
upon  the  special  contract  set  up  in  the  pleadings. 

Second.  It  cannot  be  maintained  upon  the  paper  as  a  prom- 
issory note ;  the  import  of  the  instrument  being  that  the  in- 
dorser  is  secondarily  liable  after  the  payee.  {Dean  agt.  HaU^ 
17  Wend.  214 ;  Sealbury  agt  Eungerford,  2  Hill,  80 ;  ZTafl  agt. 
Newcomb,  8  IliU^  233 ;  Oakley  agt.  Johnson,  21  Wen.  588 ; 
Labron  agt  Woram,  V  Hill,  91 ;  TaUmm  agt.  Wkeehr,  17 
John.  326 ;  cited  in  Story  on  Promissory  Notes,  2d  ed.  §  476.) 

Before  the  case  of  Hall  agt.  Newcornb,  (3  Hill,  233,  7  HiU, 
416,)  the  defendant  under  the  circumstances  of  this  indorse 
ment  as  to  time,  might  have  been  held  as  guarantor,  if  upon 
sufficient  consideration.  {Story  on  Promissory  Notes,  2d  ei 
§§  133,  134,  and  cases  cited) 

But  since  that,  by  that  case  and  those  of  Spies  agt.  Oilmore, 
(1  ComsU  321);  mAEUis  agt  Brown,  (6  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  282,)  an 
indorsement  cannot  by  intrinsic  evidence  be  turned  into  a 
guaranty ;  that  theory  fails. 

The  idea  that  it  may  be  treated  as  a  bill  of  exchange,  was 
discussed  and  elaborately  reviewed  by  the  court  in  Ellis  agt 
Brovm,  {supra,)  and  was  overruled  by  three  judges  against  one. 

Third.  The  whole  substance  of  tlie  recent  decisions  is,  that 
the  statute  of  &auds  must  be  sustained,  when  the  conceded 
&cts  are  such  as  to  bring  the  case  within  its  provisions. 

In  this  case,  the  special  contract  set  up  in  the  complaint 
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must  be  taken  as  a  substitute  for  the  blank  indorsement,  0f 
the  court  will  modify  the  written  contract  sa  msAe  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  parties,)  and  over  the  blank  indorsement  mujst 
be  written,  that  "I  hereby  indorse  and  ffuaranty  the  within." 

This  would  be  void,  as  not  being  an  original  promise. 
{Brewster  agt.  Silence^  4  Sel  207  ;  Brown  agt  Curtis^  2  Comsk 
225 ;  Durham  agt.  Manrow^  id.  588 ;  HaU  agt.  Farmer^  id. 
558.) 

(The  word  gtvaranty  is  not  surplusage^  as  is  suggested  by 
Judge  Strong,  {folio  18,)  as  it  is  in  the  conjunctive  with  "in- 
dorse," and  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  agreement  as  any  other 
word.) 

Fourth.  It  is  sought  to  evade  the  statute  by  making  this  an 
absolute  instead  of  a  conditional  promise ;  and  certainly  if  the 
note  had  been  drawn  to  defendants  order  and  indorsed  by  her 
to  the  plaintiff,  it  would  have  been  so  under  the  common  law 
rules  of  evidence,  and  defendant  would  not  have  been  per- 
mitted to  introduce  evidence  to  change  the  charactelr  of  the 
written  contract  But  as  on  the  paper  the  defendant  stands  zb 
second  indorser  by  commercial  law,  the  only  means  of  making 
that  the  basis  of  an  absolute  promise  to  the  payee,  is  to  ask 
the  court  to  remodel  it  by  an  equitable  interference,  so  as  to 
make  the  note  payable  to  defendant's  order.  When,  however, 
as  the  ground  for  changing  the  contract,  they  present  facts 
which  show  that  defendant  was  not  an  original  promissor,  but 
was  engnging  to  answer  for  the  debt  and  default  of  another^ 
the  court  will  not  intercede  in  opposition  to  the  policy  of  the 
statutj.  If  they  will  so  intercede,  they  might  as  well  at  once 
draw  up  a  new  contawst  of  guaranty,  and  express  a  consid- 
eration. 

By  the  statute  of  frauds,  (2  R.  S.  ^ih  ed.  p.  817,  §  2,  subd.  2,) 
"  the  legislature  intended  to  protect  parties  not  only  against 
the  loose  recollections  and  uncertain  interpretations  of  wi^ 
ikesses,  but  also  against  their  own  inconsiderateness  in  entering 
into  obligations  for  others  which  might  eventuate  in  their  own 
ruin."  {Per  Strong,  Justice^  in  Brown  agt.  Curtis^  2  (hmst 
288.)    In  the  case  now  under  review,  there  was  not  the 

Vol,  XVL  22 
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■■  -  -  ^ 

slightest  consideration  of  advantage  to  defendant;  and  the 
oourt  should  not  interfere  to  change  her  contract. 

The  only  case  relied  upon  by  plaintiff,  (since  the  new  rule 
•  established  by  UaU  agt  Netucomb,)  is  that  of  Spies  agt.  Oil- 
'  nwrcj  supra.  It  is  cited  as  a  negative,  and  because  Mr.  Crist, 
I  the  defendant's  counsel,  did  not  avail  himself  of  the  ground  as 
I  to  the  second  indorsement,  it  is  brought  out  in  opposition  to 
;  the  settled  law,  which  has  never  been  questioned  since  Ilernck 
agt.  Girman^  (12  John.  169.)  This  case  is  incidentally  cited 
as  law,  in  over  thirty  cases  since  its  decision.  See  also  the  re* 
marks  of  the  oourt  in  Mlis  agt  Brown,  supra,  where  the  omis- 
sion is  alluded  to  on  pages  290,  291. 

Last-y.  Where  it  appears  by  admitted  facts  that  the  promise 
whatever  be  its  form,  (if  insufficient  under  the  statute,)  is  to 
answer  for  the  debt,  &c ,  of  another,  it  must  be  void  by  the 
absolute  terms  of  the  statute.  No  exception  is  made  therein 
as  to  forms,  nor  any  reference  to  the  rules  of  evidence  affecting 
written  instruments*  If  the  plaintiff  would  rely  upon  the  in- 
strument as  absolute  in  its  terms,  he  must  rely  on  that  alone. 
If  he  brings  his  case  within  the  statute  he  must  &I1  by  it 

TiiEonoRE  F.  Jackson,  counsel  for  respondent. 

The  complaint  in  |;his  action  shows: 

That  the  note  in  question  was  indorsed  by  the  appellant,  W. 
Ann  Sinclair,  before  its  delivery  to  the  payee,  who  is  the 
plaintiff  herein.     {Folio  4:.) 

That  said  note  was  so  indorsed  in  pursuance  of  a  prior  agree- 
ment that  said  appellant  would  indorse  said  note  to  this  plain- 
tiff, and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  maker  credit  with  the 
payee.  {Folios  2,  8,  4.)  That  said  defendant  had  due  notice 
of  the  non-payment  and  protest  of  said  note.    {Folio  5.) 

FirsL  The  facts  alleged  are  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
.  action  against  the  defendant,  W.  Ann  Sinclair. 

1.  There  was  no  necessity  for  alleging  any  consideration  for 
the  indorsement    {Willis  agt  Greene,  10  Wend.  516.) 

2.  i3ut  if  it  were  necessary,  the  consideration  alleged  is  suf- 
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ficient    (1  Parsons  on  Ooniracis^  86S,  869 ;  Slory  on  Promis- 
sory Notes,  §  188;  S^ies  agt.  GUmore,  1  (hmsL  821.) 

Second.  The  defendant  W.  Ann  Sinclair,  i^  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  note  in  question  as  an  indorser, 

1.  The  defendant  Sinclair  was  in  effect  the  payee  of  the  note, 
and  by  her  indorsement  engaged  to  pay  the  same  to  the  plain* 
tiff,  on  receiving  notice  of  non-payment  by  the  maker.  {Bishop 
agt  Hayward,  4  Term  R.  470;  Bayley  on  BWs,  ch.  6,  p.  179, 
Sd  London  ed) 

2.  Or  if  the  defendant  cannot  be  considered  in  effect  as  the 
payee,  then  the  note  amounts  to  a  promise  to  pay  to  the  payee 
upon  the  order  of  the  defendant^  who  by  her  indorsement  en- 
gages to  pay  to  any  subsequent  holder  of  the  note,  whether 
named  or  not  (Chiiiy  on  BlUs,  155,  156 ;  WiUis  agt  Oreene^ 
10  Wend.  616 ;  Spies  agt  Qilmore,  1  OomsL  821 ;  Hall  agt 
Netvcomb,  7  Hill,  416;  Seabury  agt  Hxmgerford,  2  HiU,  80; 
J/oorc  agt  Oross,  23  Barb.  S  C.  R  584 ;  Nelson  agt  Dubois, 
18  Johns.  R.  175.) 

Third.  The  contract  of  the  indorser  is  not  within  the  statute 
of  frauds. 

By  the  court — Emott,  Justice.  The  precise  question  which 
is  discussed  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  learned  judge  at 
special  term,  has  been  decided  in  two  recent  cases  in  this  court 
in  different  ways.  This  is  not  to  be  wondered  at,  considering 
tlie  present  unhappy  constitution  of  the  court  and  the  obscur* 
ity  in  which  the  question  is  involved,  partly  by  decisions,  but 
more,  by  dicta  oi  the  judges.  In  EUis  agt.  Brown,  (6  Barb. 
282,)  ihrce  of  Ujc  judges  of  this  court  at  a  general  term  in  the 
sixth  district,  (Judges  Gridley,  C.  Gray  and  Allen,  Judge 
Pkatt,  dissenting,)  held  that  when  A  indorsed, a  note  made 
bv  B  and  C,  payable  to  D,  although  the  indorsement  was 
made  expressly  logive  credit  to  B  and  C,  and  that  they  might 
obtain  goods  of  D  upon  the  credit  of  A,  which  they  did ;  yet 
that  a  holder  of  the  note  who  received  it  from  D  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suii  g  it  for  the  benefit  of  D,  could  not  recover  upon  it 
I  understand  the  decision  to  be  made  upon  the  ground  that  the 
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rights  of  the  plaintiff  were  precisely  those  of  D,  and  that  D 
could  maintain  no  action  on  the  note  against  A.  I  do  not  un* 
derstand  that  ^e  transfer  was  considered  by  the  court  to  make 
any  difference.  In  fact,  I  think  the  case  is  put  distinctly  by 
the  court,  upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not.  If  so,  the  case  is 
directly  in  point  against  the  present  action.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  judges  of  the  first  district  have  supported  the  oppo- 
site doctrine  in  Moore  agt  C^oss^  (23  Barb.  584.)  The  author- 
ity of  this  case  however  is  weakened  by  the  fact  that  it  was 
really  only  a  formal  judgment  resting  on  the  opinion  of  Judge 
Roosevelt  alone.  The  case  was  first  argued  before  Judges 
Roosevelt,  Clekee  and  Davies.  The  latter  two  judges  held 
that  an  action  could  not  lie  by  a  payee  against  an  indorser,  un« 
der  the  circumstances  of  that  case,  which  were  like  the  present; 
A  re-argument  was  ordered,  but  without  waiting  for  it  to  be 
had,  Judge  Mitchell,  who  was  then  on  the  bench,  concurred 
formally  in  the  views  of  Judge  Roosevelt,  Judge  Davies  dis- 
.  senting  and  adhering  to  the  opinion  of  Judge  Cleree,  on  the 
first  argument 

In  the  case  of  Spies  agt  Oilmore,  in  the  court  of  appeals,  (1 
OomsL  891,)  Judge  Bronson  speaks  of  the  early  cases  in  which 
the  character  and  extent  of  the  liability  of  an  indorser  to  the 
payee  of  a  note  is  discussed  and  determined,  as  cases  which 
hold  in  effect  that  a  written  contract  of  one  kind  may  be  turned 
into  a  contract  of  a  different  kind  by  parol  proof,  and  he  says, 
that  after  some  time  and  some  difficulty,  they  have  been  got 
rid  o£  It  is  undeniable  that  the  case  of  Hall  agt  Netvcombj  in 
the  court  of  errors,  (7  Hill,  416,)  and  the  case  of  A^ze*  agt.  Gfil- 
tnore^  to  which  I  have  just  referred,  have  overruled  the  doc- 
trine of  the  early  cases,  that  a  man  who  wrote  his  name  upon 
the  back  of  a  note  payable  to  a  third  person,  in  order  to  give 
the  maker  credit  with  that  third  person,  can  be  treated  as  a 
guarantor  or  joint  maker.  But  I  think  it  is  not  as  yet  by  any 
means  clearly  ascertained  what  we  are  to  have  in  place  of  this 
doctrine,  or  in  what  manner  and  upon  what  theory  parties  are 
to  be  held  liable  in  such  cases. 

It  will  be  needful  to  notice  briefly  the  cases.    In  Herrick 
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agt  Oarmarij  (12  JI  B.  161,)  there  was  not  Bufficient  proof  of 
privity  of  the  defendant  with  the  consideration,  or  that  he 
meant  to  be  anything  else  than  a  second  indorser.  The  deci* 
sion  is  indisputably  correct  but  Judge  Spencer  expresses  the 
opinion  that  if  that  proof  had  been  supplied,  the  defendant 
could  have  been  held  as  a  guarantor,  and  that  is  no  longer 
good  law  in  this  state.  The  note  in  that  case  was  payable  to 
the  order  of  the  payee  whose  rights  the  plaintiff  represented. 
In  Nelson  agt.  DtJxnSj  (18  •/.  JS.  175,)  the  opinion  which  had 
been  expressed  obiter  in  Herrick  agt.  Carmam^  was  adopted  and 
applied  by  the  court ;  as  it  was  in  GampbeU  agt  Bviler,  (l8  J. 
B.  349.)  It  may  be  material  to  remark,  that  in  Nebon  agt 
Dubois^  the  note  was  payable  to  bearer,  but  in  Campbell  agt 
Buder,  it  was  payable  to  the  order  of  the  payee.  In  Dean  agt 
EdU,  (17  Wend.  214,)  it  was  held  that  a  party  who  had  put 
his  name  on  the  back  of  a  promissory  note  payable  to  the  plain* 
tiff  or  bearer,  could  not  be  treated  as  a  guarantor  or  joint 
maker,  but  must  be  charged  as  an  indorser,  if  at  all.  This 
ease  was  followed  by  Seabury  agt.  Hungerford^  (2  HiU^  84,)  in 
which  also  the  note  was  payable  to  the  payee  or  bearer. 

The  principle  of  these  cases,  and  it  is  very  clearly  expressed 
in  the  opinion  in  the  latter  case,  is,  that  when  the  form  of  the 
note  is  such,  that  with  proper  diligence,  the  defendant  could 
not  b^  charged  sis  an  indorser,  the  plaintiff  may  write  over  his 
name  a  contract  which  would  carry  out  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  But  when,  as  in  that  case,  the  note  being  in  legal  ef- 
fect payable  to  the  bearer  and  the  insertion  of  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff  as  payee  being  immaterial,  the  defendant  could  have 
been  charged  as  an  indorser,  he  cannot  be  charged  in  any 
other  way.  The  learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion, 
ooncedts  that  if  the  note  had  not  been  negotiable,  or  if  for  any 
other  reason,  the  case  had  been  such  that  the  defendant  could 
not  have  been  charged  as  indorser,  the  courts  rather  than  suf- 
fer the  contract  to  fail  altogether,  would  write  such  a  contract 
over  the  defendant's  name  as  the  proof  justified.  In  HaU  agt 
Newcomb,  (8  Ilillj  233,)  the  note  in  question  was  payable  to 
the  plaintiff  or  order,  and  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant  for 
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the  accommodation  of  the  maker.  The  suit  was  brought  with* 
out  giving  the  defendant  notice  of  non-payment,  intending  to 
treat  him  as  guarantor  or  joint  maker.  The  supreme  court 
held  that  this  could  not  be  done  in  the  case  of  a  note  payable 
to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  any  more  than  when  the  note  was 
payable  to  bearer ;  and  upon  the  same  principle,  Judge  Cowen 
says  that  the  maxim  ut  res  magis  valeat  quampereat  lies  at  the 
.  basis  of  construing  a  simple  indorsement  as  a  guaranty  or  an 
absolute  promise.  That  is,  whenever  the  contract  and  the  in* 
tention  of  the  parties  must  fiiil  altogether  unless  this  is  re- 
**^  sorted  to,  such  a  forced  construction  will  be  made,  but  not 
otherwise.  He  adds,  that  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  (the  payee) 
might  have  put  the  note  in  such  a  form  by  indorsing  it  him* 
self  as  to  charge  the  defendant  as  second  indorser.  And  the 
result  of  this  case  with  the  other  authorities,  is,  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  turn  an  indorsement  into  a  guaranty  or  a  joint 
promise,  in  order  to  save  the  contract  &om  total  failure  in  any 
case  except  where  the  note  is  not  negotiable.  When  this  case 
of  Hall  agt  Newcomb^  went  to  the  court  of  errors,  (7  liill^  416,) 
the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  was  afi&rmed  by  a  majority 
vote,  after  two  argumenta 

This  established  the  principle  that  such  an  indorsement  can 
be  made  available  to  the  payee  as  such,  and  so  as  to  hold  the 
party  making  it  as  an  indorser  for  the  benefit  of  the  payee  ; 
and,  therefore,  the  holder  ot  such  a  note,  whether  payee  or  in- 
dorsee, will  not  be  allowed  to  treat  a  party  who  has  made  such 
an  indorsement,  otherwise  than  as  an  indorser.  Chancellor 
Walworth  delivering  the  leading  opinion,  sanctions  the  rea- 
soning and  conclusions  of  the  supreme  court,  and  proceeds  to 
show  how  such  an  indorsement  can  be  made  available  to  the 
payee  of  the  note.  And  although  his  views  upon  this  point 
were  characterized  by  SQuator  Bockee,  as  recommending  a 
finesse  and  shuffling  game,  unworthy  the  dignity  of  the  law, 
that  remark  was  made  in  a  dissenting  opinion,  in  which  the 
learned  senator  endeavored  to  restore  the  old  rule  by  which 
the  defendant  could  be  treated  as  a  guarantor  or  joint  maker. 
His  argument  was  that  to  render  the  defendant  liable  as  an  in* 
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dorser,  required  a  sort  of  finesse  which  the  law  would  not  re- 
sort to,  and  therefore  under  the  rule  that  the  contract  and  tho 
design  of  the  parties  should  not  be  permitted  wholly  to  feiU 
and  by  the  maxim  ut  res  magis  valeat  guam  pereat,  the  courts 
must  make  out  a  contract  of  guaranty  or  joint  undertaking. 
Whether  his  reasoning  is  sound  or  not,  it  is  not  for  me  to  say ; 
it  is  sufiicient  that  it  was  overruled  and  the  contrary  doctrine 
established.  It  may  be  added  that  in  making  this  decision  the 
majority  of  the  court  not  only  adopted  the  conclusion  but  the 
views  of  the  chancellor.  Senators  Barlow  and  WiiiGirr,  who 
were  the  only  other  members  of  the  court  who  delivered  opin- 
ions, concurred  in  the  view  taken  of  the  case  by  the  chancellor, 
as  well  as  in  the  result  of  his  argument  The  late  case  of 
Spies  agt  Oilmore^  in  the  court  of  appeals,  (1  CoTnsi.  821,)  was 
similar  in  its  circumstances  to  Hall  agt,  Netvcomb,  The  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  was  affirmed,  on  the  ground  that 
the  defendant  could  not  be  made  liable  as  guarantor  or  maker. 
I  agree  that  the  case  sustains  the  doctrine  that  he  could  be 
made  liable  as  indorser,  for  under  the  principles  which  run 
through  the  cases  to  which  I  have  just  adverted,  and  which 
are  expressly  approved  by  Judges  Bronson  and  Jkwett,  in 
this  case,  if  the  defendant  could  not  with  proper  diligence  have 
been  charged  as  an  indorser,  the  court  was  bound  to  treat  him 
as  a  joint  maker.  The  opinions  of  the  court  of  appeals  do  nof^ 
however,  afford  us  any  light  upon  the  question,  in  what  man- 
ner or  upon  what  theory  this  is  to  be  done.  After  much  con- 
sideration of  the  question,  and  of  the  able  and  ingenious  rear 
soning  of  my  learned  associate,  in. the  court  below,  as  well  afl 
of  the  well  considered  opinion  of  Judge  Boobevklt  in  Ifoore 
agt  CrosSf  above  referred  to,  I  am  unable  to  agree  with  their 
view  of  the  defendant's  liability.  It  is  true,  of  course,  that  the 
engagement  of  an  indorser,  (and  it  must  be  remembered  that 
we  are  not  to  hold  the  defendant  as  an  indorser  of  commercial 
paper  strictly,)  is  to  pay  the  note  to  any  subsequent  holder,  if 
it  is  duly  presented  to  and  payment  refused  by  the  maker,  and 
due  notice  given  to  the  indorser.  But  this  liability  is  only  to 
a  subsequent  holder^  and  the  question  is,  how  or  in  what  mau» 
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ner,  under  what  circumstanoes  the  payee  of  a  ii9te  can  become 
0r  be  a  subsequent  holder  to  a  party  whose  name  is  not  in  the 
note  at  all?  We  must  make  this  out  by  the  note  itself,  &r 
we  are  refased  the  aid  of  parol  evidence,  or  at  most  we  can 
only  resort  to  it  to  prove  the  consideration  and  authority  for 
the  written  contract  of  indorsement  which  is  to  be  supplied 
above  the  defendant's  nama  It  strikes  me,  that  neither  the 
payee  nor  any  one  else  can  be  such  a  subsequent  holder,  un« 
less  he  has  received  the  note  from  the  indorser.  He  must  be 
a  party  to  whom  that  indorser,  or  some  one  deriving  title 
through  him,  has  transferred  it,  because  if  the  note  has  not 
been  properly  transferred  to  him  he  is  not  a  holder  at  all,  and 
if  it  has  not  been  transferred  by  the  agency  of  the  party  to  be 
charged,  the  holder  cannot  be  subsequent  to  that  party.  I  do 
not  understand  an  indorsement  as  anything  else  than  a  con*^ 
tract  of  transfer.  If  the  note  is  not  negotiable,  that  is  trans^ 
lerable,  writing  a  man's  name  across  the  back  of  it  for  any 
purpose  whatever  it  may  be,  is  not  legally  an  indorsement 
When  it  is  said  that  the  contract  of  an  indorser  is  equivalent 
fo  drawing  a  bill  of  exchange  on  the  maker,  it  means  a  bill  of 
exchange  referring  to  the  terms  of  the  note  indorsed.  There 
cannot  be  a  bill  of  exchange  made  upon  the  back  of  a  note, 
unless  the  maker  upon  the  &ce  of  it  has  promised  either  di* 
lectly  or  indirectly  through  prior  indorsers,  to  pay  the  note  to 
this  indorser,  who  thus  orders  liim  to  pay  it  to  some  one  else. 
Until  the  payee  has  made  his  bill  of  exchange  or  drawn  his 
order  upon  the  maker  whose  promise  to  him  lies  at  the  foun* 
dation  of  the  mutter,  no  one  else  can  make  such  a  draft  or  bill, 
at  least  not  effectually.  The  opinion  in  the  court  below  ad* 
mits,  as  I  understand  it,  that  if  this  note  had  been  transferred 
to  a  third  party,  there  could  be  no  recovery  upon  it,  and  there 
would  be  no  valid  contract  by  the  defendant  unless  the  plain« 
tiff  had  first  indorsed  it.  I  am  unable  to  see  how  the  indorse* 
ment  of  the  defendant  can  be  valid  for  the  plaintiff,  and  nuga* 
tory  as  to  any  subsequent  claimant  at  the  same  time,  or  how 
her  engagement  is  one  thing  to  the  plaintiff,  and  something 
else  to  all  others,  while  it  is  still  strictly  an  indorsement  to  all ; 
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especially  wheu  the  plaintiff  can  only  recover  by  placing  him- 
self in  the  position  of  such  a  holder  or  indorser.    If  we  were 
at  liberty  to  allow  the  plaintiff  in  his  peculiar  position  to  treat 
her  as  a  maker  or  guarantor,  the  reasoning  would  be  w-ell 
enough.     But  we  have  no  such  right.    The  long  and  short  of 
the  matter  is,  that  the  plaintiff  here  claims  that  the  defendant 
Ann  Sinclair,  has  indorsed  to  him  a  note,  which  upon  the 
statements  in  his  pleadings  she  never  could  have  indorsed,  be* 
cause  she  never  was  either  payee  or  indorsee,  so  as  to  enable 
her  to  indorse  again  to  any  subsequent  party.    It  will  be  re-      f 
membered  that  we  are  not  inquiring  what  the  plaintiff  might      ! 
do  or  had  a  right  to  do,  but  what  he  alleges  that  he  has  done^ 
Under  the  Code,  the  title  of  a  plaintiff  to  a  note  must  be  set 
out,  and  all  the  facts  alleged,  which  are  necessary  to  a  recov-     . 
ery.     I  think  the  only  way  in  which  the  present  plaintiff    / 
could  make  such  a  note  as  this  available,  would  be  by  indors-    ! 
ing  it  to  the  defendant  without  recourse,  and  then  taking  the    1 
defendant's  indorsement  as  the  source  of  his  title  as  well  as    I 
the  foundation  of  his  rights.     The  proof  of  the  extrinsic  facts 
stated  in  the  complaint,  will  be  necessary  to  justify  this  appar- 
ent transposition  of  the  parties  to  the  note,  but  it  will  justify  , 
it,  and,  therefore,  these  facts  are  properly  alleged. 

But  the  complaint  is  defective  in  not  stating  such  a  transfer. 
It  does  not  show  the  defendant  to  have  indorse'3  the  note  at 
all  in  a  legal  sense,  and  the  plaintiff  must  get  an  indorsement^ 
and  not  rely  on  parol  proof  of  a  contract,  or  he  cannot  recover 
under  the  present  doctrines  of  the  courts.  The  process  by 
which  this  is  to  be  accomplisheil  may  be  called  a  manoeuvre, 
but  it  is  a  necessary  one,  and,  therefore,  it  must  be  performed 
and  tlien  alleged  and  proved. 

I  am  compelled  to  the  conclusion  that  this  complaint  is  de- 
fective, and  that  the  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  re- 
versed with  costs,  and  judgment  ordered  for  the  defendant  on 
the  demurrer,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  on  the  usual 
terms. 
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SUPEEIOR  COURT. 
William  H.  Disbrow  agt  Spencer  B.  Duiggs. 

Tlie  superior  court  Id  the  city  of  New- York  have  adopted  the  rule  not  to  grant 

the  removal  of  a  cause  to  the  United  States  courts,  without  noiice  or  ardor  (0 

tihow  cause. 
A  notice  of  retainer  given  by  an  attorney  for  the  defendant  does  not  prevent  aa 

application  for  the  removal  of  the  cause  inu>  the  United  States  court.    Nor  does 

an  agreement  of  the  plaiutifif  and  his  attorney  with  the  defendant,  giving  him 

jurlhtr  Htm  to  answer^  prevent  such  an  application. 
In  removing  a  cause  on  such  an  appUcation,  tlie  state  courts  must  be  satisfled  of 

two  things.     Ist.  The  alienage  or  citizenship  in  another  state  of  the  petitioner. 

2d.  That  the  3um  in  dispute  exceeds  $500. 
The  mode  of  ascertaining  these  facts  must  be  open  to  each  court    No  doubt  the 

ordinary  and  general  mode  would  be  by  affidavits.    But  in  every  case  where  it 

can  be  applied,  it  is  settled  that  the  demand  of  the  pUmtifi*  in  his  declaration^ 

decides  tlie  sum  in  dispute. 

Special  Term,  September  26th,  1858. 

Motion  to  remove  a  cause  into  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States. 

Hoffman,  Justice.  The  agreement  of  the  plaintiff  and  his 
attorney,  made  upon  the  applicjilion  of  the  defendant  as  well 
as  his  atturnen',  that  the  defendant  have  further  time  to  an- 
swer, there  buing  no  notice  of  appearance  given  nor  any  other 
step  taken  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  is  not  tlie  entering  of 
an  appearance,  so  as  to  pn-clude  the  application  to  remove 
the  cause,  under  the  act  of  Congress.  (5  Duer,  605  ;  3  Duer^ 
686.) 

2.  It  is  settled  in  our  state,  that  a  notice  of  retainer  given 
by  an  attorney  for  the  defendant,  does  not  prevent  the  appli- 
cation,    ( Cases  cited,  ibid.) 

8.  The  state  court  is  to  be  satisfied  of  two  things;  first,  the 
alienage  or  citizenship  in  another  state  of  the  petitioner ;  next> 
that  the  sum  in  dispute  exceeds  five  hundred  dollars.     It  is 
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irae,  that  the  language  appears  to  refer  to  the  latter  &ct  only, 
but  the  true  interpretation  must  be,  that  both  facts,  the  estab* 
lishment  of  which  renders  it  the  duty  of  the  state  court  to  make 
the  order,  are  to  be  made  out  to  its  satis&ction. 

4.  The  mode  of  satisfying  the  court  is  not  prescribed  or  in- 
dicated. As  to  the  sum  in  dispute,  the  court  of  common  pleas 
in  Kanouse  agt.  Martin^  received  an  affidavit  of  the  plaiutiflFas 
to  what  was  demanded,  and  Chief  Justice  Bronson  approved 
of  the  course,  and  adopted  the  conclusion.  But  the  court  in 
that  case  permitted  the  declaration  to  be  amended  after  a  pe- 
tition to  remove  had  been  presented,  reducing  the  damages 
b(;low  $500,  and  this  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  to  be  error.  (15  HowardCs  U.  S.  Bep.  257, 
1858.) 

A  similar  course  had  been  taken  in  a  case  in  Massachusetts, 
to  that  pursued  in  Kanouse  agt.  Martin^  in  New-York.  (Ladd 
agt.  Tudor,  8  Minot  A  Woodbury,  828,  1847.)  Whether  it 
would  be  justified  under  the  decision  in  15  Howard,  may  ad- 
mit of  doubt  The  rule  then  is  settled  that  the  demand  of  the 
plaintiff  in  his  declaration,  decides  the  sum  in  dispute. 

But  in  cases  where  this  test  is  not  applicable,  the  mode  of 
satisfying  the  court  must  be  open  to  its  own  course  of  proceed- 
ing in  ascertaining  facts.  No  doubt,  the  ordinary  and  general 
mode  would  be  by  affidavits.  Under  our  system,  a  reference 
could  be  had,  I  think,  in  a  proper  case  of  difficulty,  under  the 
271st  section  of  the  Code. 

5.  These  observations  apply  equally  to  the  other  fact  to  be 
made  out,  viz :  citizenship  or  alienage.  In  the  case  of  Ladd 
agt.  Tudor,  before  cited,  the  learned  judge  noticed  the  sworn 
petition  as  the  first  piece  of  testimony  of  a  residence  in  New- 
Hampshire  ;  next,  that  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  writ  described 
the  defendant  only  as  cormomrti  in  Massachusetts ;  and  lastly, 
observed  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  denied  the  allegation  of 
the  petition  in  any  affidavit.  I  do  not  doubt,  that  the  fiict  of 
citizenship  is  a  fact  which  may  be  traversed,  and  if  traversed^ 
is  to  be  inquired  into  and  passed  upon  by  the  court,  in  ouQ 
or  other  of  its  methods  of  ascertiiining  facts. 
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6*  These  and  other  considerationsy  have  led  to  the  adoption 
of  the  rule  in  this  court,  not  to  grant  an  order  of  removal, 
without  notice  or  on  order  to  show  cause. 

In  the  present  case,  I  am  satisfied,  upon  the  afBdavits,  that 
the  residence  and  citizenship  of  the  defendant  elsewhere,  is 
made  out. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Clement  A.  Wilson,  Executor  of  the  will  of  Hannah  God- 
frey, deceased,  and  others,  her  heirs  at  law,  and  devisees 
and  legatees  named  in  her  will  agt.  Peter  B.  Lynt,  and 
The  Baitist  Church  in  Oliver  street  in  the  city  of  New- 
York. 

In  1845,  Hannah  GodfV«y,  the  testatrix,  made  her  will,  whereby  she  directed  that 
upon  the  death  of  her  mother,  the  value  of  her  lot  fronting  on  Constant  street 
in  ttie  vilLigc  of  Hastings,  (in  the  county  of  Westchester,  New- York,)  sliould 
be  estimated  as  land  only,  irrespective  of  any  improvements  which  should  be 
made  tliereon,  and  that  the  amount  so  estimated  should  be  paid  by  her  execu- 
tors out  of  the  produce  of  her  real  or  personal  estate,  to  the  trustees  of  the  Bap- 
tist church  in  Oliver  street,  in  the  city  of  New-Yoric,  to  be  by  them  put  out  aft 
interest  until,  with  the  additions  which  should  be  made  by  subscriptions  or  others 
wise,  a  sufficient  sum  should  accumulate  to  enable  the  trustees  of  that  church 
to  erect  in  tlie  said  village  of  Hastings,  a  church  or  place  of  worsliip  for  cliris- 
tiauB  of  the  Baptist  denomination. 

The  will  ooDtaioed  a  general  power  to  the  executors  as  trustees,  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  directed  them  to  di- 
vide tlic  proceeds,  after  tlie  payment  of  her  debts  and  the  performance  of  the 
trusts  mentioned  in  the  will,  to  her  brothers  and  sister,  and  the  children  of  a 
deceased  brother. 

The  testatrix  aller  the  making  the  will,  sold  the  lot  on  Constant  street,  for  $260. 
The  value  of  the  lot  subsequently  increased  so  that  at  the  death  of  her  mother 
m  18*6,  it  amounted  to  from  $1,900  to  $1,500,  irrespective  of  any  improvo* 
ments  made  thereon,  subsequent  t*)  the  date  of  tlie  will 

After  tiie  date  of  the  will  and  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  a  church  was 
erected  by  the  Baptists  in  Hastings,  sufficient  to  accommodate  all  of  that  de* 
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nomination  residing  in  that  part  of  th«  county,  to  which  she  contributed  the 
sum  of  $60. 

The  acting  executor  having  in  his  hands  about  $700,  the  remains  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testatrix,  after  payment  of  debts  and  expenses,  and  all  her  be- 
queets,  except  those  to  the  Baptist  church,  and  the  residuary  legatees ;  and 
having  sold  the  real  estate  to  the  defendant  Lynt,  for  $2,600,  but  not  having 
given  any  title^  the  plaintifih  asked  this  court  for  a  legal  construction  ci  the 
doubtful  provisions  of  the  will. 

Esld,  that  under  the  Revised  Statutes^  (1  R,  8.  773,  §  4,)  and  the  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  WUUams  agt.  WiUiama^  (4  Seld.  525,)  applying  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute  to  bequests  to  religious  societies,  the  direction  for  accum»' 
kUion  for  that  object  in  the  will  was  inoperative  and  void. 

As  the  fond  could  not  be  used  for  the  designated  purpose  nor  for  any  otW,  ao- 
oordmg  to  the  terms  of  the  will,  except  to  accumulate  until  there  should  be 
sufficient  to  erect  the  church  at  Hastings,  the  ab$ohUe  otjcnership  would  in  the 
Boeantiniebe  suspended.  That  might  be  for  a  longer  period  than  during  (wo 
Uvea  in  being  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  contrary  to  the  express  provisions 
(tf  the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  question  then  arises,  are  devises  and  bequests  to  religious  incorporated  so- 
cieties exempt  from  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  to  prevent  perpetur 
iUeat 

jaUd;  that  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  WiUiams  a^t.  Wmiams,  (4  SeUL 
625))  must  control  and  govern  the  decision  of  that  question  in  this  case ;  that- 
is,  that  the  genenU  and  strong  language  of  the  Revised  Statutes  against  the 
perpetual  suspension  of  the  absolute  ownership  of  personal  property,  is  inappU- 
coNb  io  retigious  soeietiea,  and  that  as  to  them  such  suspension  may  endure  for 
all  time  to  come.  {FYom  iohich  dednon  (ke  Judge  differed  in  ioto  in  cosh,  and 
wouXd  have  decided  adoereely  had  iltbeen  considered  an  open  question.) 

Sbldf  therefore,  that  the  legacy  to  the  Baptist  church,  could  not  be  sustained  either 
as  a  contribution  towards  buildmg  another  church,  or  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
the  edifice  which  was  erected  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix.  1st  That 
title  bequest  could  not  be  effectuated  without  violating  the  provisions  in  the 
Revised  Statutes  against  accumulation.  2d.  That  the  proposed  object  had  been 
aeoomplished  through  other  means  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix. 

Besides,  U  seems  that  trustees  of  an  mcorporated  religious  society  have  not  the 
capacity  to  take  property  devised  or  bequeathed  to  them  in  trust  for  other 
societies. 

£M  also,  that  although  the  legacy  to  the  Bi^tist  church  was  void,  the  power  to 
sell  the  real  estate  of  the  testatrix  was  valid,  and  that  the  defendant  Lynt  must 
complete  his  purchase. 

BrooUyn  Special  Term^  December^  1857. 

Application  by  plaintiffi  for  the  construction  of  proviaona 
ia  a  will. 
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H.  S.  Uackay,  for  phintiffa. 
R  S.  'Rowley,  for  defendants. 

S.  B.  &rBONG,  Justice.  The  testatrix  by  her  will  directed 
that  upon  the  death  of  her  mother,  the  value  of  her  lot  front- 
ing on  Constant  street,  in  the  village  of  Hastings,  (in  the  county 
of  Westchester,)  should  be  estimated  as  land  only,  irrespective 
of  any  improvements  which  should  be  made  thereon,  and  that 
the  amount  so  estimated,  should  be  paid  by  her  executors  out 
of  the  produce  of  her  real  or  personal  estate,  to  the  trustees  of 
the  Baptist  church  in  Oliver  street,  in  the  city  of  New-York, 
to  be  by  them  put  out  at  interest,  until  with  the  additions 
which  should  be  made  by  subscriptions  or  otherwise,  a  suffi- 
cient sum  should  accumulate  to  enable  the  trustees  of  that 
church  to  erect  in  the  said  village  of  Hastings  a  church  or 
place  of  worship  for  christians  of  the  Baptist  denomination. 
The  will  contains  a  general  power  to  the  executors  as  trustees, 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, and  directs  them  to  divide  the  proceeds,  after  the  pay- 
ment of  her  debts  and  the  performarce  of  the  trusts  mentioned 
in  the  will,  to  her  brothers  and  sister,  and  the  children  of  a 
deceased  brother.  The  will  was  made  in  1845.  The  testatrix 
afterwards  sold  the  lot  on  Constant*street  for  $250.  The  value 
pf  the  lot  subsequently  increased,  so  that  at* the  death  of  her 
mother  in  1856,  it  amounted  to  from  $1,000  to  $1,500,  irre- 
spective of  any  improvements  made  subsequently  to  the  date 
of  the  will.  1'he  acting  executor  has  now  in  his  hands  about 
$700,  being  what  remained  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testa- 
trix, aftijr  payment  of  her  debts  and  funer^  expenses,  and  all 
her  bequests,  except  those  to  the  Baptist  church  and  the  resi- 
duary legatees.  He  has  recently  sold  the  real  estate  to  the 
defendant  Lyrit,  for  $2,600,  who  is  willing  to  take  a  con- 
veyance and  pay  the  purciiase  money,  provided  this  court 
shall  decide  thai  the  executor  can  m^ike  a  good  title,  but  (as 
he  is  jtdviscd  that  the  powtr  to  sell  i\i  d  convey  the  land  is 
doubtful;  not  without,  and  until  such  determination.  After 
the  dale  of  the  w.ll,  and  duiing  the  li.etime  of  the  testatrix,  a 
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chuTch  was  erected  by  the  Baptists  in  Hastings,  sufficient  to 
accommodate  all  of  that  denomination  residing  in  that  part  of 
the  county,  to  which  she  contributed  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars. 
The  plaintiflfe  now  ask  for  a  determination  of  this  court,  giving 
a  legal  construction  of  the  will,  and  passing  upon  the  validity 
of  its  doubtful  provisions,  in  order  that  the  executor  may  safely 
execute  the  powers  conferred  upon  him,  the  purchaser  may  be 
quieted  in  his  title  or  protected  in  refusing  to  take  any,  and 
the  beneficiaries  under  the  will  may  receive  the  portions  to 
which  they  are  entitled. 

The  principal  question  involved  in  this  action,  relates  to  the 
bequest  to  the  Baptist  church  in  New-Vork,  for  the  erection  of 
a  church  edifice  for  worshipers  of  thesame  denomination  in  Uas- 
tings.  It  has  been  contended  for  various  reasons,  that  it  cannot 
be  maintained.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  suppose,  that  if  it 
bad  originally  sufficient  elements  of  vitality  it  failed  upon,  and 
by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  lot  on  Constant  street  by  the  t^tatrix 
after  she  had  executed  her  will.  That  would  have  been  the 
effect  if  the  devise  had  been  of  that  lot  or  its  proceeds.  But 
it  was  not  of  either.  The  will  directed  that  the  lot  should  be 
estimated,  and  that  the  amount  at  which  it  should  be  esti- 
mated, should  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  church  out  of  the 
produce  of  her  real  or  personal  estate.  The  lot  was  designated 
simply  to  ascertain  and  fix  the  extent  of  the  gift.  Possibly, 
the  testatrix  may  have  supposed  that  her  residuary  donees 
would  have  an  equivalent  in  the  lot  to  what  would  be  de- 
ducted from  their  respective  portions ;  but  a  devise  or  bequest 
does  not  fail  simply  because  the  moving  consideration  may 
have  ceased  to  exist,  or  to  be  available.  The  fact  that  the  will 
was  not  subsequently  revoked  or  altered,  would  be  indicative 
of  a  continuance  of  the  intent,  whatever  may  have  been  the 
original  motive. 

There  is  no  positive  direction  to  erect  a  church  at  Hastings, 
but  as  the  trustees  of  the  church  in  New- York  are  required  to 
put  out  at  interest  the  principal  fund  bequeathed  to  them  un- 
til with  the  additions  fh^m  subsc  iptions  or  otiierwise,  a  suffi- 
cient sum  should  accumulate  to  enable  them  to  erect  the  church 
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at  Hastings,  a  direction  to  that  effect  is  clearly  and  sufficientlj 
implied. 

The  proposed  accumulation  is  not  exclusively,  if  at  all,  for 
the  benefit  of  minors,  nor  is  it  to  terminate  at  the  expiration  of 
the  minority  of  any  one.  It  is  not  therefore  such  as  are  al- 
lowed by  the  Eevised  Statutes.  (1  R.  S.  773,  774,  §  3.)  Those 
statutes  provide  (§4)  that  all  directions  for  the  accumulation  of 
the  interest,  income  or  profits  of  personal  property  other  than 
such  as  are  therein  allowed,  shall  be  void.  As  the  court  of  ap- 
peals have  permitted  that  provision  to  apply  to  bequests  to  re- 
ligious societies,  ( Williams  agt.  Williams^  4  SeMen,  525,)  the 
direction  for  accumulation  in  the  will  in  question  is  inoperative 
and  void. 

As  the  fund  could  not  be  used  for  the  designated  purpose, 
nor  indeed  for  any  other,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  will, 
except  to  accumulate  until  there  should  be  sufficient  to  erect 
the  church  at  Hastings,  the  absolute  ownership  would  in  the 
meantime  be  suspended.  That  might  be  for  a  longer  period 
than  during  two  lives  in  being  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 
The  Eevised  Statutes  declare  that  the  absolute  ownership  of 
personal  property  shall  not  be  suspended  by  any  limitation  or 
condition  whatever  beyond  the  lives  which  I  have  indicated. 
That  avoids  the  bequest  in  question,  unless  it  is  saved  by  the 
consideration  that  it  is  to  a  religious  society  and  for  pious  pur- 
poses. 

It  has  been  supposed  that  devises  and  bequests  to  religious 
incorporated  societies  are  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  to  prevent  perpetuities.  One  reason  assigned 
is,  that  the  act  relative  to  religious  societies  which  at  the  time 
of  its  passage  authorized  them  to  hold  property  in  efifect  in  per- 
petuity, has  not  been  repealed.  It  is  true  that  religious  societies 
might  previously  to  the  passage  of  the  Revised  Statutes  have 
held  property  for  an  unlimited  period.  So  might  in  effect  any 
family.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  an  express  limita- 
tion to  that  effect  would  have  in  either  case  been  valid.  Pos- 
sibly it  might  have  been  allowed  to  religious  societies,  as  there 
was  no  statutory  provision  to  the  contrary.    Perpetuities  were 
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not  antecedently  prohibited  by  statute.  They  were  prevented 
by  judicial  legislation,  and  the  same  power  ma;  have  sanc^ 
tioned  an  exemption  &om  the  general  rule  in  favor  of  ecclesi- 
astical  bodies.  But  there  is  nothing  in  our  statutes  relative  to 
religious  societies,  requiring  them  to  hold  property  given  to 
them  in  perpetuity.  Indeed,  they  are  expressly  authorized  to 
sell  any  real  estate  belonging  to  them  through  an  order  of  a 
court  of  equity.  (8  R.  &  210,  §  11.)  According  to  the  deci- 
sion of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Robertson  agt  Bullions,  (1  Kia^ 
nauj  287,  8ih  proposition,)  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  a  re- 
ligious incorporated  society  can  take  a  title  to  real  estate  with 
a  perpetual  suspension  of  this  power  of  alienation.  Clearly 
these  religious  societies  can  take  and  hold  lands  or  personal 
property  for  two  lives,  or  a  shorter  term,  under  their  general 
authority  to  purchase  and  hold  real  and  personal  estate.  (8  R 
&  205,  §  4.)  The  greater  power  to  acquire  the  fee  or  the  ab- 
solute property,  includes  the  less,  provided  that  is  not  cripple^ 
by  any  illegal  restriction.  General  laws  relative  to  tbe  acqui- 
sition of  property  and  the  duration  of  estates,  ordinarily  relate* 
to  corporations  as  well  as  individuals^  whether  the  acts  of  in- 
corporation are  continued  with  or  without  express  modifica-' 
tion.  It  has  never  been  supposed  that  religious  incorporations 
were  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  pre* 
scribing  the  manner  of  making  wills  or  contracts.  Why  should 
gifla  to  religious  societies  be  in  perpetuity  ?  Is  it  not  enough 
that  one  should  control  the  destination  of  his  property  for  two 
lives  beyond  the  period  when  it  can  be  subjected  to  his  use? 
If  after  that  period  has  expired  it  must  be  subject  to  the  abso- 
lute disposal  of  those  who  may  be  controlled  by  new  and  un- 
foreseen circumstances,  can  that  be  prejudicial  to  the  cause 
of  religion  ?  Surely  not,  if  the  officers  of  the  society  should 
be  faithful  and  conscientious,  and  if  not,  who  can  guard  prop- 
erty  from  the  future  abuse  of  bad  men  ?  It  seems  to  have 
been  the  general  opinion  in  England,  from  the  time  of  the 
statute  of  mortmain,  down  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  8 
Oeorge  the  Ild,  {chapter  86,)  that  donations  to  corporation^ 
whether  for  secular  or  pious  purposes,  should  be  subjected  to 
Vol.  XVI.  88 
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Bome  restrictions,  and  in  tliat  sentiment  there  is  avexy  gefieiaJ 
concurrence  in  this  country.  But  if  they  are  not  subject  to 
the  restrictions  upon  the  acquisition  and  enjoynieat  of  property 
provided  in.  the  Bevised  Statutes,  there  are  none  in  this  state. 
And  men  who  are  conscience  stricken  upon  their  deadi  bedB, 
may  divert  their  property  from  the  enjoyment  of  those  who 
may  have  strong  natural  claims  upon  them,  and  appropriate 
it  forev^  to  the  advancement  of  a  religion  which  may  or  may 
not  be  true. 

It  has  been  decided,  however,  by  our  court  of  appeals  that 
the  general  and  strong  language  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
against  the.  perpetual  suspension  of  the  absolute  ownership  of 
personal  property  is  inapplicable  to  religipus  societies,  and  that 
as  to  thetii,  suqh  suspension  may  endure  for  all  time  to  come. 
{Williams Sigt.  Williama,  supra.)  In  differing  from  that  higk 
tribunal  in  that  particular,  as  I  do  (olo  in  coeh,  I  may  be  ex? 
empted  from  the  charge  of  presumption,  by  the  history  of  the 
case  which  I  have  just  cited.  That  action  was  brought  to  an^ 
nul  two  legacies,  one  to  a  religious  society  and  the  other  to 
certain  trustees  for  a  charitable  purpose,  of  6,000  dollars  each, 
to  accumulate  by  the  addition  of  half  of  the  income,  until  eacb 
should  amount  to  10,000  dollars,  to  be  held  in  perpetuity  for 
purposes  which  permanently  suspended  the  absolute  owner- 
ship. In  its  different  stages  it  was  heard  by  eleven  judges. 
Of  those,  Judge  Buggles,  (who  had  as  vice-chancellor  af- 
firmed the  validity  of  those  bequests,)  and  Judge  Denio,  of 
the  court  of  appeals,  and  Justices  Morse,  Mason  and  WiL- 
LAUD,  of  the  supreme  court,  (but  sitting  in  the  court  of  ap- 
peals,) sustained  the  legacies,  while  they  were  condemned  as 
null  and.  void  by  Judges  Gardiner  and  Johnson,  of  the  court 
of  appeals,  and  Justices  Taggart,  (sitting  in  that  court,)  Mr. 
CowEN^  Barculo  and  Brown,  of  the  supreme  court,  so  that 
the  judgment  which  was  eventually  pronounced,  was  actually 
against  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  judges.  Possibly  that 
ipay  lead  to  a  reconsideration  of  the  questions  involved,  and  a 
different  determination  by  that  high  tribunal,  especially  as  it. 
lias  in  some  instances  reversed  its  own  decisions.    {Brewskr 
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ligt  SOeMe^  4  -Skikfen,  209,  expressly  overruling  Brown  agi. 
<A<r</>,  2  CbfTMtodty  225;  and  Durham  agl  Ibiifott^  i%my 
68S,  aaki  Robertson  agt.  JSufitVm^  1  iTemctM,  248,  and  an  nni^^ 
ported  case  relative  to  a  direction  for  ofaaritable  purposes  to  an 
umnoorporated  assoeiation,  overraling  some  of  the  points  de* 
cided  in  Williams  agt  WiUiams,)  In  this  court,  however,  I 
am  bound  by  the  decision  in  Williams  agt  WHUams,  and  in 
accordance  ^vith  it^  must  hold  that  donations  to  incorporated 
fdigrous  societies,  are  exempt  ftom  the  provistOQ  of  the  Be- 
vised  Statutes  to  prevent  perpetuities. 

There  are,  however,  two  strong  objections  to  tiie  validity  of 
the  bequest  to  the  Baptist  church  in  this  Case,  which  remain  to 
be  considered.  First,  that  it  couM  not  be  ^Bsctuated  without 
violating  the  provisions  in  the  Revised  Statutes  against  accu- 
mulation ;  and.  Second,  that  the  proposed  object  was  accom* 
plished  through  other  means  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix. 
If  it  can  be  sustained  at  all,  notwithstanding  the  direction  i(x 
*aki  illegal  accumulation,  it  must  be  through  the  English  doc- 
trine of  cypres  or  approximation.  In  England,  where  prop- 
erty has  been  donated  for  charitable  purposes,  it  is  considered 
as  an  absolute  dedication,  and  that  where  the  object  cannot  be 
accomplished  ais  donated  or  designed  by  the  donor,  the  king 
can  by  virtue  of  bis  prerogative,  through  his  chancellor,  upon 
an  information  filed  by  the  attorney -general,  devote  it  to  some 
charitable  use  corresponding  as  near  as  may  be  with  the  ori- 
ginal design-.  In  the  case  of  Williams  agt.  Williams,  the  court 
of  appeals  made  a  practical  application  of  that  doctrine.  There 
was  a  direction  in  tlie  bequest  of  the  principal  sum  to  the  reli- 
gious society,  that  one-half  only  of  the  income  should  be  ap- 
propriated in  payment  of  the  salary  of  the  clergyman  of  the 
parish,  until  the  principal  should  be  increased  by  accumulation 
to  a  specified  sum,  nearly  double  of  the  original  amount  The 
court  decided,  however,  that  the  entire  income  might  be  paid 
towards  the  clergyman's  salary  from  the  interest  That  was 
contrary  to  the  donation  in  the  will,  and  could  only  be  justi- 
fied, if  at  all,  by  the  principle  of  approximation  StilT,  the 
learned  judge  who  gave  the  prevailing  opinion  said :  "  It  is 


85  6  NBW-TORX  PBACnCE  REPORm 

WflKm  agt  Lynt 

unneoessary  to  decide  in  this  case,  whether  we  could  proceed 
upon  the  notion  of  approximation,  when  it  is  impossible  to 
execute  the  gift  substantiallj  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
grant  or  devise.  Mj  own  opinion  is,  that  the  distribution  of 
powers  among  the  great  departments  of  the  government, 
which  is  a  fundamental  doctrine  in  the  American  system, 
would  prohibit  the  courts  firom  exercising  a  jurisdiction  so 
purely  discretionary/'  In  the  unreported  case  in  the  court  of 
appeals  to  which  I  have  alluded,  the  non-applicabUity  of  the 
doctrine  of  approximation  in  donations  for  charitable  purposes, 
is  expressly  adjudicated.  In  the  case  under  consideration, 
therefore,  Ae  legacy  to  the  Baptist  church  cannot  be  sustained 
either  as  a  contribution  towards  building  another  churchy  or  to 
defray  the  expenses  of  the  edifice  which  was  erected  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix. 

I  am  strongly  inclined  to  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the 
plainti£b,  that  the  trustees  of  an  incorporated  religious  society, 
have  not  the  capacity  to  take  property  devised  or  bequeathed 
to  them  in  trust  for  other  societies.  It  is  not  given  to  them  by 
the  statute  relative  to  religious  incorporations,  and  they  have 
none  from  any  other  source.  The  trust  is  not  confided  to  the 
trustees  as  individuals,  but  in  their  official  capacity,  and  as  offi- 
cers  they  cannot  take  property  except  for  the  use  of  their 
society. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  as  the  power  to  sell  the 
property  of  the  testatrix  was  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
legacy  to  the  church  which  has  fSuled,  as  weU  as  for  the  sat- 
is&ction  of  other  legacies,  it  is  stUl  valid  and  can  be  success- 
fully executed?  If  the  sole  object  of  the  power  had  been  to 
raise  the  requisite  funds  for  the  payment  of  the  rejected  legacy, 
it  would  have  doubtless  failed.  But  that  was  one  only,  and 
not  positively  one,  of  the  objects  for  which  the  property  was 
to  be  sold.  The  main  design  was  to  efiectuate  an  eventual  dis- 
tribution of  the  principal  part  of  the  property  of  the  testatrix 
among  her  &vored  relatives.  In  such  cases,  where  the  prin- 
cipal design  can  yet  be  effectuated,  although  some  compara- 
tively imimportant  object  not  expressly  qualifying  the  del^ga* 
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tion,  (and  it  is  not  thus  qualified  in  this  instance,)  may  fidl,  the 
power  is  valid  and  of  course  available.  It  would  be  most  un- 
reasonable and  unjust  to  hold  that  a  power  to  sell  such  estate 
for  the  payment  of  legacies  must  fail,  because  one  of  such  lega- 
cies may  have  lapsed  or  &iled  for  any  cause.  The  title  of  the 
defendant  Lynt,  to  the  property  purchased  by  him,  could  not^ 
as  he  seems  to  apprehend,  be  invalidated  by  any  misapplica- 
tion of  the  purchase  money  by  the  acting  executor.  (1  -SL  /S 
730,  §  66.) 

No  objection  has  been  raised  that  the  causes  of  action  in 
this  case  could  not  with  propriety  be  included  in  one  suit  As 
the  objection  if  nosed,  might  have  been  in  effect  obviated  by 
the  substitution  of  distinct  suits  for  the  separate  causes  of  ac- 
tion, it  can  be  effectually  waived.  A  decree  must  be  entered 
declaring  that  the  proposed  legacy  to  the  Baptist  church  is 
void,  that  the  power  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  the  testatrix  ii 
nevertheless  valid,  and  that  the  defendant  Lynt  must  complete 
his  purchase. 

The  costs  of  the  several  parties  must  be  paid  out  of  ihe  es- 
tate or  its  avails  in  the  hands  of  the  executor. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 


Jo&N  Warwick,  Appellant  agt  The  Mayor,  Aldermen 
AND  Commonalty  op  the  Crrv  op  Nbw-York,  and 
others,  Eespondents. 

Where  the  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  daimed  that  as  Hbe  proprieUfr  in  1837,  of  a 
certain  lot  of  land  bounded  on  West  street  in  the  city  of  New-Yo^k,  he  was 
entitled  to  a  grant  in  fee  fixmi  the  oorporation  of  the  city  of  Now-Yoric,  of  oer* 
tain  lands  tinder  water,  adjoining  such  lot ;  and  prayed  that  sneh  a  grant  to 
him  iiidividaally  be  directed  to  be  made ;  but  if  he  was  not  entitled  to  sach 
grant,  he  then  asked  as  a  toe  payer  for  himself;  and  all  other  (ax  payen  of  fta 
cUy,  tliat  a  grant  of  said  land  under  water,  which  had  been  made  by  the  oorpo- 

•  ntioo  to  one  Robert  A.  Dnrfee,  in  1852,  and  all  sabseqnent  grants  under  th» 
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mm>t  be  declared  roid,  making  the  preeeBt  ciaimanti  and  partiM  In  ii^limk 
under  the  grant  to  Durifee,  parties  defendaftta. 

ffeld  on  demurrer,  that  as  an  original  qaeaiion  of  pleading  independent  pf  the  Code^ 
the  wrongs  complained  of,  would  have  been  considered  as  constituting  twodia- 
tinct  eauaes  of  action,  calling  for  different  remedies ;  but  under  the  Code,  as  the 
relief  ariced  for  the  tax  payers  and  the  relief  asked  for  the  plaintiff  individa- 
ally,  related  to  the  9^m4  tuyecl  matter,  only  one  was  required,  ^p^  only  op^ 
could  be  granted;  yrhiok,  was  the  question  ^r  the  qourt 

MM  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  in  the  same  complaint,  first  present  his  own  in- 
dividual wrongs  for  judicial  relief^  and  then  the  wrongs  of  the  public^  aliiiough 
relating  to  the  same  subject  matter.  Tlte  Code  does  not  authoriae  tiiis  l^aleido- 
Boope  sort  of  pleading^  alternating  for  the  jvdgmei^t  of  ^e  oourt 

A  tax  pay^  an  such  merely.  hAs  not  such  an  ioterest  as  enables  him  to  miuntaiii 
an  action  io  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  tax  payees  of  the  city,  to  fivoid  i| 
deed  or  grant  which  has  been  actually  executed  by  the  corporation,  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud,  want  of  authority,  or  irreguktfity.  ( Tku  foUows  ihe  decmcn  tf 
Mtxmv^  «gt  Drogper^  wifi^  P<HM  137.) 

Also  heUf,  that  the  plaintiff's  iodiTidual  preemptive  ri^^t  asproi^rietor  to  ^  piq*. 
mises,  was  not  under  the  act  of  183*7,  (§  4,)  ^  right  or  interest  in  land,  but  % 
right  to  the  grant  of  a  right  or  interest  in  land.  Tliat  act  did  not  give  the  title 
of  the  people  to  the  proprietors^  but  to  the  mayor,  Ac.  It  secured  to  the  pro- 
prietor the  first  offer  of  a  sale  of  a  right  or  interest,  the  right  to  purahase  a  rigfal 
and  mtorest  in  the  land  under  water  first  And  the  plaintilf^  estate  and  inters 
est  in  the  premises  having  passed  th>m  him  prior  to  the  act  of  1837«  by  tba 
foreclosure  and  sale  of  a  mortgage  thereon,  he  has  not  been  since,  and  is  not 
now  entitled  to  the  grant  which  he  claimed  under  the  act  of  1837. 

New  •  York  Oeneral  Term^  October^  1858. 
The  facts  in  ibis  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

•Umuel  a.  Yoc/TfJiyrappeUani. 

A.  E.  Lawrence,  jB.,y&r  r^spanclenU. 

By  the  court — Sutherland,  Justice.  The  complaint  in 
(his  action  appears  to  be  a  sort  of  fishing  complaint.  The 
plaintiff  spreads  a  broad  net  If  he  can't  get  anything  for  l^s 
own  individual  benefit,  he  then  goes  for  th^  b^efit  of  (tU  tbe 
tax  payers  of  the  city  of  New-York. 

He  claims  that  as  the  proprietor  in  1887,  of  a  certain  lot  of 
land  bounded  on  West  street,  in  the  city  of  New- York,  he  is 
entitled  to  a  grant  in  fee  from  the  corporation  of  the  oi^  of 
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KBw^York  of  certain  lands  under  water,  adjoining  sard  lot*; 
and  prays  that  such  a  grant  to  him  individually  be  directed  to 
be  made;  but  if  he  is  not  entitled  to  such  grant,  he  then  asks 
as  a  tax  payer  for  himself  and  all  other  tax  payers  of  the  city, 
that  a  grant  of  said  land  under  water,  which  had  been  made 
by  the  corporation  to  one  Robert  A.  Durfee,  in  1852,  and  all 
subsequent  grants  under  the  same  be  declared  void,  making 
James  S.  Thayer  and  Miner  C.  Story,  the  present  claimants, 
and  parties  in  interest  under  the  grant  to  Durfee,  parties  de- 
fendants. 

Now  the  defendants  demur  to  this  see-s&w,  swinging  com- 
plaint, which  leaves  the  end  finally  to  settle  uppermost,  to 
depend  upon  the  end  the  judicial  foot  is  put  upon,  on  the 
ground  (among  others)  that  it  contains  two  causes  of  action 
which  are  improperly  united. 

Whether  according  to  a  critical  analysis  of  Code  definitions 
there  are  two  distinct  causes  of  action  or  not,  I  should  have 
held  as  an  original  question,  that  the  wrongs  coinplained  of 
were  diflfeient,  and  the  remedies  asked  for  difierent,  and  in- 
consistent to  be  complained  of,  and  to  be  asked  for  in  the  same 
action;  for  the  plaintiff's  individual  rights  as  a  proprietor 
stated  in  his  complaint  are  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the 
tax  payers  as  therein  stated ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  grant  from  the  corporation,  then  there  is  no  need  of  de- 
claring the  grant  to  Durfee  void,  and  the  tax  payers  have  not 
been  injured  or  defrauded  by  that  grant. 

The  plaintiff  does  not  pretend  in  his  complaint  that  there  is 
more  than  one  cause  of  action  ;  he  does  not  pretend  that  there 
has  been  more  than  one  wrong,  or  that  there  is  more  than  one 
remedy  needed  ;  but  he  is  in  doubt  whether  he  alone  has  been 
wronged,  or  all  the  tax  payers  of  New-York;  he  goes  in  fot 
himself  individually  first,  and  if  he  should  fail,  then  in  a  spirit 
of  enlarged  benevolence  for  the  tax  payers  generally. 

The  relief  asked  for  the  tax  payers,  and  the  relief  asked  fot 
himself,  relate  to  the  same  subject  mailer ;  only  one  is  required 
and  only  one  can  be  granted ;  which,  is  the  question  for  the 
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ootirt    The  theory  of  the  complaint  is  not,  therefore,  ihat 
ihere  are  two  causes  of  action. 

But  can  the  plaintiff,  in  the  same  complaint,  thus  first  pre* 
sent  his  own  individual  wrongs  for  judicial  relief  and  tiiea 
the  wrongs  of  the  public,  although  relating  to  the  same  subject 
matter ;  especially  when,  if  the  plaintiff  is  right  in  his  view  of 
his  own  rights  and  wrongs,  the  public  have  no  rights,  and 
have  suffered  no  wrongs  whatever? 

I  think  not  I  think  the  Code  does  not  authorize  this  ka- 
leidoscope sort  of  pleading,  alternatingforthe  judgment  of  the 
court ;  presenting  different  phases  of  the  same  act  or  acts,  or 
of  different  acts  relating  to  the  same  subject  matter,  and  pre- 
senting different  wrongs  as  these  acts  affect  different  parties  in 
the  same  complaint  for  judicial  redress.  Bj  the  Code  the 
plaintiff  must  state  the  facts  which  constitute  his  cause  or 
catises,  (if  he  has  more  than  one  which  may  be  united,  and  he 
chooses  to  unite  them,)  of  action ;  but  the  Code  does  not  au- 
thorize this  omnibus  sort  of  complaint,  stopping  as  it  goes 
along  to  take  in  othef  parties. 

By  the  Code,  the  plaintiff  may  in  his  complaint  present  the 
&cts  which  constitute  his  case  or  cases,  if  he  has  more  than 
one  which  may  be  united ;  but  he  cannot  experiment  with 
the  court  by  trying  first  his  own  case,  and  then  that  of  himself 
and  others.  The  Code  may  cover  a  multitude  of  sins,  but  it 
is  not  so  charitable  as  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  drop  his  own 
case  and  take  up  that  of  himself  and  neighbors  in  the  same 
action.  These  would  have  been  my  views  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  pleading,  raised  by  this  ground  of  the  demurrer  in  this 
case. 

I  have  not  looked  .into  the  decisions  upon  this  or  analogous 
questions  in  the  books ;  for  this  point  raised  by  the  demurrer 
has  been  rendered  quite  unimportant  in  this  case,  by  the  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  C.  F.  &  lio'  sevelt  agt.  Draper  and  oi/iers, 
at  the  last  May  general  term  in  the  first  judicial  district.  In 
that  case  it  was  held,  that  a  tax  payer  as  such  merely,  has  not 
such  an  interest  as  enables  him  to  maintain  an  action  in  behalf 
of  himself  and  all  other  tax  payers  of  the  city  to  avoid  a  cfeecl 
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or  grard  which  has  been  actually  executed  by  the  corpoTaiionj  upon 
the  ground  of  firaud,  want  of  authority  or  irregularity. 

With  that  decision  fiEills  all  that  part  of  the  plaintiff's  com- 
plaint as  a  tax  payer,  merely  setting  forth  the  rights  and 
wrongs  of  the  tax  payers  at  large  of  the  city  of  New-York, 
and  claiming  that  the  grant  to  Durfee,  &c.,  should  be  declared 
void.  According  to  this  decision,  the  plaintiff's  complaint 
does  not  show  that  he  has  any  cause  of  action,  unless  as  pro* 
prietor  of  the  lot  on  West  street,  described  in  the  complaint, 
he  is  entitled  to  a  grant  of  the  land  under  water  adjoining, 
firom  the  corporation  of  the  city ;  and  one  of  the  grounds  of 
demurrer  being,  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  the  only  remaining  ques- 
tion raised  by  the  demurrer  is,  whether  on  the  facts  stated,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  that  the  corporation  execute 
sUch  grant  to  him. 

This  is  the  important  question  in  this  case  ;  and  although  it 
appeared  at  first  a  question  of  some  difficulty,  and  much  learn- 
ing and  logic  were  exhausted  on  the  argument  of  it,  yet  it  turns 
out  upon  examination,  I  think,  to  be  exceedingly  simple,  re- 
quiring only  a  careful  attention  to  the  &cts  and  a  close  scru- 
tiny of  the  nature  or  character  of  the  pre-emptive  right  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  land  under  water,  under  the  act  of  1887, 
for  its  solution.  Now,  what  are  the  fects  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint bearing'on  this  question,  whether  the  plaintiff  himself 
has  a  right  to  a  grant  from  the  corporation  for  the  lot  of  land 
under  water,  in  question.  In  1827,  the  mayor,  &e.,  of  the  city 
of  New-York,  being  the  owners  in  fee  of  a  certain  lot  of  land 
under  water,  upon  tJio  easterly  shore  of  Hudson  river,  adjoin- 
ing West  street,  granted  tbe  same  in  fee  to  one  James  Patten. 
In  1832,  Patten  conveyed  a  part  of  the  same  in  fee  to  one 
Mercein.  Patten  and  Mercein,  subsequently  filled  in  the  same, 
and  streets  and  wharves  were  laid  out  and  constructed  thereon. 
Afterward,  in  1833,  Mercein  by  his  two  several  conveyances, 
conveyed  several  parts  or  portions  of  the  same  to  the  plaintiff 
in  fee,  and  at  the  same  time  the  plaintiff  executed  a  mortgage  of 
one  part  to  Mercein  for  eight  thousand  dollars,  and  of  the  other 
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part  to  the  New-York  Equitable  Insurance  Company  for  on6 
thousand  dollars.  Afterwards,  in  June,  1888,  Mercein  assigned 
his  mortgage  to  the  insurance  company :  and  in  1885,  the 
plaintiff  executed  another  mortgage  of  one  of  the  parcels,  so 
conveyed  to  him,  to  the  same  insurance  company  for  three 
thousand  dollars.  In  1836,  these  mortgages  were  all  assigned 
to  the  mayor,  Ac,  of  the  city  of  New-York.  In  1840  and 
1842,  the  mayor,  &c.,  foreclosed  these  mortgages ;  purchased 
the  mortgaged  premises  for  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  obtained 
a  master's  deed  therefor. 

By  section  8  of  the  act  of  April  12th,  1887,  establishing  the 
Thirteenth  Avenue  in  the  city  of  New- York,  and  extending 
the  exterior  limit  of  the  city  along  the  eastern  shore  of  Hud- 
son river,  between  Hammond  and  135th  streets,  the  mayor, 
Ac.,  were  vested  with  all  the  right  and  title  of  the  people  of 
the  state  to  the  lands  covered  by  water  between  Hammond 
and  186th  streets,  and  extending  westerly  from  the  westerly 
side  of  lands  under  water  granted  to  the  mayor,  Ac.,  under  the 
act  entitled  "  An  act  relative  to  improvements  in  the  city  of 
New-York,"  passed  February  25th,  1826,  to  the  westerly  side 
of  Thirteenth  Avenue,  as  established  by  the  act  of  1837. 

The  premises  so  granted  to  Patten  by  the  mayor,  Ac,  in 
1827,  and  parcels  of  which  were  so  afterwards  conveyed  by 
his  grantee  to  the  plaintiff,  and  mortgaged  by  the  plaintiff,  was 
ft  portion  of  the  land  under  water,  the  title  to  which  was  vested 
in  the  major,  Ac.,  by  or  under  the  act  of  1826. 

By  section  4  of  the  act  of  1887,  "  the  proprietors  of  all 
grants  of  lands  under  water,  or  of  water  lots,  heretofore  made 
by  the  said  mayor,  Ac.,  shall  have  the  pre-emptive  right  in  all 
grants  to  be  made  by  the  said  mayor,  Ac,  of  any  lauds  under 
water  granted  to  them  by  this  act,  adjacent  to,  and  in  iront  of 
the  lands  so  heretofore  granted,  Ac" 

The  plaintiff  claims,  that  notwithstanding  his  mortgages,  he 
was  when  the  act  of  1887  was  passed,  proprietor  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  within  the  meaning  of  section  4 ;  and  being 
such  proprietor  then,  has  now  notwithstanding  the  foreclosure 
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#iid  sale  under  the  mortgages,  this  pre-emptiTe  right,  and  u 
oov  entitled  to  a  grant  from  the  corporation. 

If  this  mere  statement  cjf  the  phtintiff 's  fiicts  and  clahns,  is 
not  sufficient  to  show  that  he  has  no  daim  to  this  pre^mptire 
light  or  grant  now,  a  very  alight  examination  of  the  nature  or 
eharacter  of  this  pre-emptive  right  will  make  it  perfectly  clear, 
that  if  the  plaintifT  as  proprietor  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
when  the  act  of  1887  was  passed,  took  or  had  this  pre-emptive 
right  UDder  the  act,  it  passed  from  him  by  the  foreclosure  and 
sale  with  his  proprietorship  and  title  in  the  mortgage ;  not  as 
a  vested  right  or  interest  in  or  to  a  specific,  separate,  independent 
piece  or  lot  o/land;  or  even  as  an  ajy^tirtenance  to  or  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  ;  not  as  a  right  or  interest  or  estate  in  any  lot  or 
land;  but  as  a  right  to  an  interest  or  title,  or  to  the  grant  of  an 
interest  or  title  in  and  to  a  certain  specific  lot  of  land,  given  to 
the  proprietor  of  a  certain  other  adjoining  lot  of  land  incident 
to  and  inseparably  connected  with  the  proprietorship  of  such 
other  adjoining  lot 

This  pre-emptive  right,  which  it  may  be  conceded  the  plain- 
tiff had  and  took  as  proprietor  of  the  mortgaged  premises  un- 
der  the  act  of  1837,  was  not  a  personal  independent  right  of 
Ike  plaintiff  capable  of  separate,  independent  conveyance  or 
disposition ;  nor  was  it  strictly  an  incident  or  appurtenant  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  but  of  the  plaintiff's  estate  and  pro- 
prietorship  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  passed  with  such 
estate  and  proprietorship  under  the  foreclosure  and  sale.  Th» 
whole  argument  of  the  counsel  for  tiie  plaintiff  is  founded  on 
his  starling  error,  that  this  pre-emptive  right  was  or  is  a  right 
or  interest  in  land.  It  was  and  is  a  right  to  the  grant  of  a  right 
or  interest  in  land!  The  act  does  not  give  the  title  of  the 
people  to  the  proprietors,  but  to  the  mayor,  &c.  The  third 
section  vests  the  title  in  the  mayor,  &c.,  and  the  fourth  section 
secures  to  the  proprietor  the  first  offer  of  a  sale  of  a  right  and 
interest;  the  right  to  purchase  a  rig/U  and  interest  in  the  land 
under  water  first.  When  a  grant  from  the  mayor,  &c.,  under 
the  act  is  called  for,  the  question  is,  who  is  the  proprietor,  and 
who  has  been  or  was  when  the  act  was  passed?    All  the 
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plaintiff's  estate  and  interest  in  the  mortgaged  premises  having 
passed  from  him  by  the  foreclosure  and  sale,  nothing  can  be 
clearer  than  that  he  has  not  been  since,  and  is  not  now  entitled, 
to  the  grant  which  he  claims  under  the  act  of  1887. 

The  defendants  must,  therefore,  on  the  whole  case  have  jadg* 
ment  on  the  demurrer,  with  costs. 


SUPBEME  COURT. 
'     Charles  Bartow  agt  Levi  C.  Clevelaot). 

An  action  for  the  for^oeure  of  a  mortgage  belongs  to  that  dass  of  cases  in  whidi 
costs  may  be  allowed  or  not^  in  the  discretion  of  the  court;  but  when  allowed 
the  items  are  specified  by  the  Code,  (§  307.) 

And  the  defendant  has  no  riglit  in  such  a  case  to  make  and  plead  a  tender  under 
the  Revised  Statutes.    Such  right  is  confined  to  actions  at  law. 

There  is  no  provision  made  for  settling  the  costs  in  those  cases  in  which  the  al- 
lowance is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

Therefore,  in  a  foreclosure  case,  yrhere  the  defendant  wishes  to  pay  the  mortgage 
debt  and  costs  before  judgment^  he  may  ofler  to  pay  the  amount  due  upon  the 
mortgage,  and  such  costs  as  he  may  think  proper,  and  upon  a  refusal  to  accept 
the  amount,  lie  may  apply  to  the  pourt  for  leave  to  pay  the  amount  due,  and 
such  costs  as  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  allow,  and  the  court  should  enter- 
tain the  application,  and  permit  the  payment  fixing  the  costs,  and  upon  the  pay- 
ment being  made  order  a  discontinuance  or  stay  of  the  action  as  may  be 
proper. 

As  to  extra  aUowance  the  Code  allows  it  upon  the  recovery  ofjudgmenU  only.  Bat 
in  a  case  of  this  kind,  the  court  must  proceed  upon  entire  principles  of  equity. 
And  08  it  is  equitable  that  the  defendant  should  be  permitted  to  pay  and  put 
an  end  to  the  action,  and  having  no  legal  right  to  do  ao  before  judgment,  the 
court  should  grant  his  motion  upon  equitable  terms. 

Those  terms  (if  the  court  should  allow  costs)  would  be  the  payment  of  the  items 
of  costs,  as  specified  in  the  Code,  for  particular  services^  so  fiir  as  they  had  been 
rendered,  and  an  extra  allowance  or  such  portion  of  it  as  should  be  equitable 
and  just 

If  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  and  tlie  defendant  settle  the  action  upon  such  terms 
as  the  oourt  would  direct^  sudi  settlement  will  be  valid  and  binding. 

Eighth  District^  General  Term,  1858. 

Action  upon  a  promissory  note.    The  action  was  tried  by 
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the  court  without  a  jury,  and  the  facts  were  agreed  upon  and 
mibmitted  by  stipulation.  A  brief  statement  of  facts  will  pre- 
sent the  question.  The  plaintiff  is  an  attorney  of  this  court, 
and  commenced  an  action  in  April,  1867,  against  the  defend- 
ant  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  upoh  which  there  was  due  $760. 
The  defendant  appeared  by  an  attorney,  upon  whom  a  copy 
of  the  complaint  was  sefved,  and  some  time  after  that,  the  de- 
fendant called  upon  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  settling  the 
action.  The  plaintiff  made  out  the  bill  of  costs,  claiming  a 
per  centage  of  10  per  cent  upon  $200,  and  6  per  cent  upon 
the  next  $400,  and  2  per  cent  on  the  remaining  $160,  amount- 
ing in  all  to  $43.20. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  this  sum  a9  per 
centage,  but  consented  to  remit  $16.04  from  the  bill  as  a  mat- 
ter of  favor,  and  this  was  done,  and  the  defendant  gave  the 
note  in  question  including  $27.16  of  the  per  centage  claimed. 
The  defendant  offered  to  let  the  plaintiff  take  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  note  less  the  $27.16  to  be  deducted  as  of  the 
date  of  the  note.  The  plaintiff  declined  this.  The  court  de- 
cided that  to  the  extent  of  $27.16,  the  note  was  without  con- 
sideration and  void  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  and  gave 
judgment  accordingly. 

Bartow  &  OiMsrED,/orphirUiff. 
Wakeman  &  BuYAN^for  dejkndant. 

By  the  court — Marvin,  Justice.  The  question  here  pre* 
sented  is  not  without  its  embarrassments.  The  action  belonged 
to  that  class  of  cases  in  which  costs  may  be  allowed  or  not,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court    {Code,  306.) 

It  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  make 
and  plead  a  tender,  under  the  Bevised  Statutes,  {2d  Vol  663  ;) 
such  right  is  confined  to  actions  at  law ;  (9  How.  398 ;  Thura* 
ion  agt  Marshy  14  How.  572 ;)  nor  is  it  a  case  where  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  right  to  the  additional  allowances,  as  provided  in 
%  808  of  the  Code,  as  no  judgment  had  been  recovered.  (ProU 
a^  Conhey^  15  How.  27.)    Indeedj  he  had  no  legal  right  to 
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any  costs,  as  the  allowance  of  costs  was  in  the  discretion  of  Ijjie 
court  (Cfacfe,  §  806 ;  FraU  agt  Ramaddl,  16  Htm.  Pr.  B.  60.) 
But  when  the  costs  are  allowed,  the  items  are  specified  bj  th^ 
statute.    {Oode,  ^  S07.) 

No  provision  is  made  for  settling  those  cases  in  which  the 
allowance  of  costs  is  in  the  discretion  ot  the  court.  B  j  section 
822,  provision  is  made  in  reference  to  costs  upon  a  settlement 
before  judgmenti  in  the  actions  mentioned  in  section  804.  Thai 
section  relates  to  those  actions  known  as  actions  at  law,  in 
which  the  allowance  of  costs  is  not  discretionary  in  the  court 

TV  hat  then  should  be  the  practice  in  a  case  like  the  present  7 
The  defendant  wishes  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt  before  judg- 
ment^ and  is  willing  to  pay  costs.  There  is  no  statute  giving 
the  attorney  an  abstract  right  to  any  costs,  nor  is  there  any 
statute  giving  to  the  defendant  the  right  to  tender  the  amount 
due  with  or  without  costs.  {The  New  -  York  Fire  and  Marint 
Ins,  Ch,  agt  BurreUj  9  How.  898.)  This  was  a  foreclosure  case, 
and  the  defendant  made  a  tender  before  judgment  The  plain* 
tiff  proceeded  to  judgment,  and  then  applied  to  the  court  for  an 
additional  allowance,  which  was  granted.  The  defendant  can* 
not  then  by  a  tender  arrest  the  plaintiff  in  proceeding  to  judg- 
ment,  and  thus  deprive  him  of  bis  rights  relating  to  costs  or 
an  additional  allowance.  I  say  rights  relating  to  costs,  as  those 
rights  depend  upon  the  discretion  of  the  court  I  suppose, 
however,  if  the  court  under  §  806,  allows  costs  to  tlie  plaintiff, 
then  he  will  be  entitled  to  the  per  centage  as  given  by  §  808, 
as  that  section  reads,  ''  In  addition  to  those  allowances  thero 
sJtaU  be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  recovery  of  judgment 
by  him,"  &c. 

I  think  in  a  case  like  the  present,  the  defendant  may  offer 
to  pay  the  amount  due  upon  the  mortgage,  and  such  costs  as 
he  may  think  proper,  and  upon  a  refusal  to  accept  the  amount 
he  may  apply  to  the  court  for  leave  to  pay  the  amount  due, 
and  such  costs  as  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  allow,  and 
that  the  court  should  entertain  the  application  and  permit  the 
payment  fixing  the  costs,  and  upon  tlie  payment  being  made 
order  a  discontinuance  or  stay  of  the  action,  as  may  be  proper. 
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{See  Thurston  agt  Marsh,  14  How.  672.)  I  also  think  the 
parties  may  settle  the  action.  The  attorney  may  make  out  the 
oosts  by  items,  following  the  fee  bill,  and  the  defendant  may 
pay  such  costs,  and  if  the  costs  so  paid  are  no  more  than  the 
oourt  would  upon  application  allow,  such  payment  will  not  be 
disturbed.  As  to  any  claim  for  an  additional  allowance  there 
may  be  more  difficulty,  as  the  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  by  the 
statute  to  such  allowance  upon  the  recovery  of  judgment.  My 
opinion  proceeds,  however,  upon  entire  principles  of  equity* 
It  is  equitable  that  the  d^ndant  should  be  permitted  to  pay 
and  put  an  end  to  the  action.  But  having  no  legal  right  to 
do  this  before  judgment,  he  is  obliged  to  come  into  court  and 
ask  its  equitable  interference;  He  asks  for  a  favor,  and  the 
court  may  grant  his  motion  upon  equitable  terms.  Those 
terins,  if  the  court  should  allow  costs,  would  be  the  payment 
of  the  items  of  costs  as  specified  in  the  Code,  for  particular  ser* 
vices  so  far  as  the  services  had  been  rendered,  and  as  to  an 
additional  allowance,  I  think  the  court  would  have  the  right 
a]so  to  impose  as  terms  the  payment  of  these  allowances,  or 
such  portion  of  them  as  the  oourt  should  deem  equitable  and 
just 

The  allowance  as  provided  by  the  Code,  is  not  for  any  par* 
ticular  service,  but  in  the  language  of  Clers:e,  Justice,  *^it  is 
made  for  services  performed  throughout  the  prosecution  of  the 
action,  rather  than  for  services  rendered  at  any  particular  stage 
of  it"  And  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such  allowance  after 
judgment,  it  is  highly  equitable  that  he  should  have  a  portion 
of  it  when  the  action  is  settled  before  judgment  The  right  to 
impose  such  terms  rests,  I  admit,  upon  the  equitable  powers 
of  the  court,  and  not  upon  the  statute.  But  the  court  would 
be  greatly  influenced  by  the  statute  as  to  the  amount  it  would 
require  to  be  paid,  as  the  condition  upon  which  the  defendant 
would  be  released. 

The  order  would  of  course  be  conditional,  and  if  the  defend- 
ant should  not  choose  to  avail  himself  of  it,  the  action  would 
proceed  to  judgment,  when  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
the  per  centage  allowance,  in  case  the  court  in  its  discretion 
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allowed  costs,  which  is  almost  a  matter  of  course  in  a  mort* 
gage  foreclosure  case. 

It  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  defendant  has  no  absolute 
right  by  which  he  can  arrest  the  action  before  judgment.  The 
plaintiff  has  the  right  to  proceed  to  judgment,  unless  he  is 
stopped  by  an  order  of  the  court.  It  is  a  general  principle  in 
equity,  that  when  parties  do  what  a  court  of  equity,  upon  ap- 
plication would  direct  to  be  done,  the  court  will  simction  and 
sustain  the  thing  done.  If  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  settle  the  action  upon  such  terms  as  the  court 
would  direct,  I  do  npt  see  why  such  settlement  and  arrange- 
ment should  not  be  valid  and  binding.  In  all  such  settle- 
ments it  will  be  incumbent  upon  the  attorney  that  he  see 
to  it  that  no  advantage  be  taken  of  the  defendant,  and  that  no 
greater  sum  be  taken  than  the  court  upon  an  application 
would  allow,  as  the  question  will  be  open  to  an  examination 
by  the  court,  upon  the  application  of  the  defendant. 

In  the  present  case,  the  per  centage  as  provided  by  the  Code 
after  judgment,  amounted  to  $43.20,  from  this  sum  $16.04 
were  abated,  leaving  $27.16,  which  was  included  in  the  note. 
After  examining  the  facts,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  amount 
claimed  and  included  in  the  note,  was  no  more  than  reasona- 
ble, and  no  more  as  I  think,  than  the  court  would  have  allowed 
as  terms  upon  which  an  order  as  above  indicated,  would  have 
been  made  upon  the  application  of  the  defendant.  In  my 
opinion,  the  court  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause.,  should  have 
sanctioned  the  settlement  and  directed  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  note.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  should  be  had,  costs  to  abide  the  event  unless  the  de- 
fendant shall  stipulate  that  the  plaintiff  take  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  note.  If  he  shall  so  stipulate,  then  judgment 
to  l^e  entered  accordingly,  without  costs  to  either  party  upon 
this  appeal. 

Justice  Grovkr  dissented. 
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SUPBEME  COUBT. 
Whttnet  and  otheis  agt  Stsyxnb  and  othens. 

Where  actions  for  the  foredomre  of  aeyenl  mortgages  against  a  railroad  oompaiqr 
on  their  propertj  are  progresaing  in  one  judicial  district^  It  is  improper  to  allow 
another  action  brought  in  another  district^  asking  for  an  injunction,  reoeirei; 
fta,  to  compel  the  trustees  of  the  several  mortgages  to  take  such  legal  proceed* 
ings  as  should  be  effectual  to  enable  and  cause  the  whole  road  to  be  exposed 
for  sale  at  the  same  time,  and  to  determine  what  property  is  coTered  b/tfas 
securitiefl^  and  what  the  respective  intensts  of  the  bondholdeis  under  eMh 
mortgage  are,  Ac. 

To  determine  these  questions  in  the  last  action,  would  be  taking  them  flom  the 
tribunal  that  then  had  the  tegitimate  possession  of  them. 

f  • 

New  -  York  Special  Ihrm^  Jannary^  1858. 

This  is  an  action  instituted  in  this  district,  ibr  the  purpose 
of  disposiog  of  certain  questions  involved  in  actions  instituted' 
in  the  eighth  district,  to  foreclose  two  mortgages  executed  at 
different  times  and  on  different  parts  of  their  road,  by  the  Buf-- 
falo  and  New-York  City  Railroad  Company.  The  one  mort- 
gage was  executed  to  secure  $700,000  to  Knapp,  Smith  and 
Dehor,  as  trustees,  bearing  date  on  the  1st  of  July,  1857,  on 
that  portion  of  the  road  between  Attica  and  HornellsviUe, 
containing  about  fifty -nine  miles.  The  other  was  executed  ta' 
secure  $500,000,  to  John  A.  Stevens,  as  trustee,  bearing  dale 
the  1st  of  Novembe^  1862,  on  that  portion  of  the  road  be- 
tween Attica  and  BufEsdo,  containing  about  thirty-two  miles. 
The  last-mentioned  portion  of  the  road  was  not  commenced 
when  the  first-mentioned  mortgage  was  executed,  nor  were  any 
lands  purchased  for  its  construction. 

One  principal  object  of  this  action  also,  is  to  compel  the 
trustees  of  these  several  mortgages  to  take  such  legal  proceed* 
ings  as  shall  be  effectual  to  enable  and  cause  the  Buffalo  and 
New- York  City  Bailroad  to  be  e:q)0sed  for  sale  together  and 
«t  the  same  time. 
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Eaton  k  Davis,  aUomeysJbr  plaintiffs. 
Mann  k  Rodman,  aUomeyafar  defendarda. 

Glerke,  Justice.  Without  considering  on  this  occasion  the 
power  or  duty  of  the  court  in  relation  to  the  subjects  discussed 
on  this  motion,  or  whether  any  proportion  of  the  bondholders 
Tender  these  morfgages,  without  the  actual  concurrence  of  the 
^hole,  saying  nothing  of  the  decided  oj^osition  of  many  of 
tliem^  can  maintain  an  action  of  this  description,  it  seems  to 
me,  that  every  relief  and  remedy  to  which  the  parties  are  en- 
titled, can  be  obtained  ia  the  actioxiB  conunenoed  for  the  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgages.  The  ooart^  before  whom  these  ac* 
lions  have  been  brought,  can  most  appropriately  determine  what 
Property  ia.  covered  by  these  securities,  what  the  respective 
interests  of  the  bondholdeis  under  each  mortgage  are^  what 
discretion  it  possesses  to  regulate  the  sale  of  the  road,  and  if 
possessing  any  effectual  for  the  purpoQQ^  wbelJ^r  it  would  be 
^  proper  ^zeiciae  (^  IJb^t.dtfcrQt^n,  to  oi;der  the  ^e  of  it  as 
W^ntuDefejr? 

To  determine  these  questions  in  this  action,  would  be  tak- 
ing them  fiom  the  tribai},a].  that  has  naw  legitimate  possession 
of  them,  and  would  b^  an  indirect:  method  of  iieviewing  the  de- 
<n8ioni|  of  a  coordina^  branioh  of  tbi9  court,  which  we  have  no 
ipghi  to  do  directly^ 

Itfotions  for  an  injunctdou  and  a  receiver,  are  tberofore  der 
qd^  with  $10  CQStp^ 
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SttPREME  COtJRiT. 
William  Tirus,  Bespondent  agt  Peter  Reltea,  Appellant 

If  $Aj  one  prindple  more  tlian  tnothttr  is  well  settled  b^  the  coorta;  it  is  tbat  they 
ettnuot  acquire  jarisdiotioB  hy  laches.  And  altbongfa  a  pttty  maj  wuvd  ta 
irrefpdaritj  by  such  means;  eomts  cumot  impart  yitaUty  to  ft  Toid  judgment  b/ 
any  action  baaed  upon  laobes,  and  an  adjudication  that  tliere  baa  been  ]ache% 
does  not  of  itself  confer  juriwUction. 

^ihe  128th  section  of  the  Code,  directs  th4  summens  to  require  the  defendant  Co 
"  serve  a  copy  of  bis  answer  on  the  person  whose  name  is  sobecribed  to  the 
sunmioas  ai  apiaci  wilhm  Uis  jtote  to  h^  Ikenm  tpee^iedf  ia  which  there  is  a 
post  office,"  Ac. 

Bold,  that  in  cases  of  senrioe  hy  piMicaiian,  the  name  of  the  stafe  should  som^ 
where  appear ;  certainly  it  ahoeid  appear  m  the  summ<mfl^  and  perhaps  in  the 
complaint 

And  where  thesummons  as  published^  did  not  state  the  time  and  placB  of  filing 
Ibe  complaint^  but  at  the  bottom  of  the  summonSi  after  the  date  and  signafture 
of  the  attorney,  was  this  statement:  "  The  complaint  in  said  aotion,  was  fll^ 
fn  the  clerk*8  office  of  the  county  of  Montgomery,  on  the  first  day  of  October, 
1857  ;^  EbU  that  a  Judgment  entered  upon  such  serrice  was  Toid  for  want  of 

the  I3^th  section  of  the  Cede^  states  tbat  'Mn  all  cases  where  publication  !•< 
made»  the  complaint  must  first  be  filed,  and  the  summens  as  published  must 
stale  the  time  and  pJaoe  of  such  filing.**  These  are  Jurisdtctioual  fiu^  and 
Uieir  omissiuu  in  tlie  summons  as  publiafbed,  although  contained  in  tiie  notice 
toXkawing  it;  is  fatal  to  thejudgaaent 

QeMral  TVita^  Fourth  DistrieL 

James,  Rosekrans  and  Potter,  Jasticet^ 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  deny- 
ing a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  The  motion  was  denied 
on  the  ground  of  laches  alone.  The  action  was  commenced 
about  the  Ist  of  October,  1857,  and  the  judgment  entered  on 
the  Slst  of  December,  18S7.  The  defendant  was  a  non-resi- 
dej»t  of  the  state,  living  in  the  state  ci  New-Jersey,  and  the  ser- 
vice of  the  summons  was  cluiraed  to  have  been  made  by  pub- 
Ueation  under  the  Code. 

The  defendant  in  bis  affidavit  states,  that  he  pesides  in 
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Newark,  New-Jersey;  that  he  removed  there  in  Octobefy 
1857,  fix)m  Plainfield,  in  the  same  state ;  that  he  never  le* 
ceived  any  summons  or  complaint,  or  copy  of  either,  nor  any 
paper  whatever  in  the  case ;  that  the  first  he  ever  heard  of  the 
action,  or  that  one  had  been  commenced,  was  about  the  Ist  of 
January,  1858,  and  then  he  merely  heard  by  accident  of  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  but  did  not  learn  any  of  the  par* 
ticulars  thereof  and  that  he  had  no  definite  or  authentic  infor* 
mation  in  regard  to  it,  until  about  the  10th  of  February,  1858 ; 
he  then  got  a  copy  of  the  judgment  roll,  from  which  he  learned 
the  grounds  of  the  action,  and  the  proceedings  had  therein,  and 
firom  which  it  appeared  that  demands  against  him,  arising  in 
New-Jersey,  had  been  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  wbo  had  com- 
menced  this  suit  thereon,  and  attached  a  house  and  lot  of  the 
defendant's,  situated  in  Canajobarie,  Montgomery  county,  in 
this  state. 

The  notice  of  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  was 
served  on  the  27th  of  February,  1858,  for  a  special  term  to  be 
held  on  the  9th  of  March,  1858.  The  motion  was  based  on 
the  grounds  of  t^an^  of  jurisdiction  in  the  action,  and  «rregpti2ar- 
iiy.  These  grounds  will  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court  The  notice  of  the  motion  was  given  by  an  attorney 
residing  in  the  city  of  New- York,  who  appeared  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  motion  only.  The  papers  in  opposition  show  no 
contradiction  of  the  facts  in  the  moving  papers.  The  proceed- 
ings upon  which  the  judgment  was  based,  the  judgment  roll, 
and  the  defendant's  affidavit^  are  the  papers  upon  which  the 
motion  was  made. 

S.  T.  TSiBJSXM.KS^fcr  appdImU 
Cook  &  MoEBEL,/)r  re»pondenL 

By  the  court — ^Potter,  Justice.  The  defendant,  by  law  in 
such  a  case  as  this,  is  limited  in  his  application  for  relief  to  a 
motion^  as  the  only  remedy  that  exists  for  him  to  review  the 
question  oijurisdicUon  in  a  proceeding  by  which  he  may  lose 
his  estate.    By  the  decision  of  the  special  term,  he  haa  been 
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restricted  even  in  this  right  of  review,  and  directed  to  make 
another  application,  and  to  submit  to  such  terms,  if  he  makes 
that  application,  as  the  court  before  whom  it  is  made  may  there 
impose;  which  terms  may  be  to  allow  a  judgment  that  may 
have  been  obtained  without  jurisdiction  of  his  person  or  estate 
to  remain  as  security  to  await  a  trial  on  the  merits  of  the  daim. 
And  thus  he  may  be  cut  off  fix>m  examiniug  the  question  of 
jurisdiction,  not  only  by  being  compelled  to  submit  to  error 
against  right,  but  by  a  reversal  of  the  ordinary  course  of  prac* 
tice  and  having  a  judgment  entered  against  him  before  triaL 
If  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case,  such  a  decision  is 
obviously  wrong,  because  it  is,  and  ever  has  been,  the  policy 
of  this  court,  to  allow  the  question  of  jurisdiction  to  be  raised 
at  any  tima  He  ought  to  be  allowed  this  privilege  certainly, 
on  the  first  he  can  get  into  court  Without  jurisdiction,  even 
in  this  court,  the  whole  proceeding  is  coram  nonjudice. 

A  party  ought  not  by  any  compulsion  in  practice  to  be  forced 
to  admit  jurisdiction.  This  motion,  as  has  been  stated,  was 
denied  solely  on  the  ground  of  laches,  and  although  I  have  not 
been  able  myself  to  discover  any,  still  as  they  have  been  ad- 
judged by  a  member  of  the  court,  I  would  not  undertake  to 
review  the  decision  upon  that  ground,  except  that  the  question 
of  jurisdiction,  io  which  laches  never  apply^  arises  in  the  case. 
If  any  one  principle  more  than  another  is  well  settled  by  the 
courts,  it  is  that  they  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  by  laches. 
And  fJthough  a  party  may  waive  an  irregularity  by  such 
means,  courts  cannot  impart  vitality  to  a  void  judgment  by 
any  action  based  upon  laches.  And  an  adjudication  that  there 
has  been  laches,  does  not  of  itself  confer  jurisdiction.  Let  us 
then  examine  the  question  of  jurisdiction.  In  this  case,  claim 
is  made  of  jurisdiction  over  the  personal  property  of  the  de- 
fendant, by  a  substitute  provided  by  statute,  for  personal  ser* 
vice.  In  all  such  cases  we  are  botmd  to  see  that  the  statute 
has  been  strictly  pursued.  The  persons  and  estates  of  individ- 
uals would  be  subject  to  alarming  hazards  if  jurisdiction  could 
be  obtained  over  them  by  anything  less  than  the  fullest  com* 
pliance  with  all  their  requirements.    In  Evertsm  agt.  Thomas^ 
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(5  How.  Pr.  R  46,)  Parker,  Justice,  says,  aft«r  citing  vartoQS 
cases,  "  it  will  appear  by  these  cases,  how  carefUl  tlie  couiia 
have  been  to  see  that  tbe  statute  is  strictly  oompli«d  leitli,  in 
proceedings  which  subject  property  to  seizure  and  sale  without 
a  personal  service  of  process  on  the  owner.  The  duty  to  pro- 
tect against  injustice  is  certainly  none  the  less  obligatory  uo« 
der  the  Code,  which  authoriees  the  recovery  of  judgment  in 
so  many  cases  on  a  mere  publication  of  notice,  substituted  in 
the  jJace  of  personal  service." 

The  obvious  derign  of  the  statute,  which  requires  the  com* 
tnencement  of  an  action  to  be  by  summons,  is  to  g^ve  the  de* 
fendant  notice,  not  only  of  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
but  when  and  most  especially  where,  he  may  appear  to  defend 
it,  and  this  whether  served  personally  or  by  publication.  A 
defendant  residing  in  any  state  that  has  no  Montgomery  county* 
in  it,  who  should  be  sued  in  an  action  commenced  by  summons 
and  complaint,  sent  to  him  by  mail  by  a  stranger,  for  a  cause 
bf  action  arising  in  his  (defendant's)  own  state,  which  summonii 
and  complaint  should  communicate  to  him  only  the  fact  that 
the  suit  was  commenced  in  the  supreme  court,  Montgomery 
county,  (without  naming  the  state,)  or  though  it  should  fbrthei 
state  that  the  complaint  would  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  that 
county,  without  naming  the  location  of  the  clerk's  office  or  the 
clerk's  residence,  would  not  be  far  advanced  in  the  infiurma-* 
tion  necessary  for  his  defence.  The  design  of  the  statute  in 
such  case,  would  be  quite  ineffective  to  that  end.  If,  as  wq 
are  informed,  there  are  fifteen  states  in  the  Union,  each  having 
a  Montgomery  county,  he  would  rather  find  confusion  and  em- 
barrassment from  reading  his  papers,  than  the  designed  infor* 
mation  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to  communicate. 
And  the  time  which  is  afforded  by  the  statute  to  make  hie  an- 
swer, might  be  quite  too  short  for  the  purpose. 

In  my  opinion,  this  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  strict  de* 
mands  of  the  statute,  which  requires  the  summons  to  atate^ 
^'  ivhere  the  ccymplaint  t9,  or  will  ie,  or  has  beenfikcL^^  In  cases 
of  publication,  the  name  of  the  state  should  somewhere  appear ; 
it  should  be  in  the  summons,  and  I  think  that  it  should  be  in 
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TltHaagt  EeljM. 


the  bomplaint  That  it  should-  be  in  the  sumtnofis,  is  etitifdy 
appai-ent  to  xn6,  from  the  language  of  section  128  (rf'tiie  Code, 
which  reads  as  follows :  *'  The  suimnons  shall  be  subacfib^ 
bj  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  and  directed  to  the  defendatti, 
and  shall  require  him  to  answer  the  complaint,  and  serve  H 
copy  of  his  answer  on  the  person  whose  name  is  subscribed  fo 
the  summons  cU  a  place  wWiin  t/ie  slate  to  be  therein  specified!^ 
^ow,  whether  it  is  the  Blate  or  the  place^  or  both^  that  is  re- 
quired to  be  specified,  the  object  beyond  all  doubt  issoio  spe^ 
eify  that  it  may  avail  to  inform  and  not  to  confuse  the  party. 
In  this  case,  neither  state  6t  plied  are  specified  in  the  summons 
or  complaint.  Had  the  clerk's  residence,  or  the  town  or  cit^ 
in  which  the  office  was  located  been  given,  it  might  have  aided 
the  defendant  in  his  necessary  study  of  geography,  this  it  did 
not  give.  In  case  of  a  personal  service  in  the  same  state,  tUs 
might  perhaps  suffice. 

Taking  the  several  sections  of  the  Oode,  from  section  127  to 
Section  186  together,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  proper  form  of 
the  summons  required  to  be  published  in  case  of  a  non-resident 
defendant,  is,  that  it  should  state  that  the  complaint  has  been 
filed,  and  that  it  should  have  this  form  where  the  order  of  pub* 
lication  is  obtained.  Otherwise,  as  in  this  case,  the  summona 
annexed  to  the  complaint,  will  not  be  a  copy  of  the  summona 
published.  Where  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  state^ 
no  diligence  to  serve  is  required  to  be  shown,  (§  135,  snh.  3,) 
The  statement  of  the  fact  of  non-residence,  is  sufficient  to  ob- 
tain the  order  of  publication,  and  this  fact  is  usually  as  well 
known  before  as  after  issuing  the  summons. 

In  the  case  of  publication,  the  Code  (section  135)  requireii 
that  ''  the  summons  as  published,  must  state  the  time  and  place  of 
suchfiUng."  This  I  think  was  not  done  in  this  case.  Th* 
summons  as  published,  is  dated  the  18th  of  September,  18dY, 
and  is  an  exact  copy  in  every  particular  of  the  summons  ati- 
hexed  to  the  complaint,  and  of  that  contained  in  the  judgm^i 
roll,  which  states  that  the  complaint  iviU  be  filed.  Appended 
to  the  summons  as  ptibUsh^d,  is  a  notice  stating  as  follows : 
'*  The  complaint  in  said  action,  (meaning  doubtless  the  action 
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referred  to  in  the  sununons^).  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of 
ihe  county  of  Montgomery,  on  the  first  day  of  October,  1857.* 
This  notice,  it  will  be  seen,  could  not  have  been  appended  ear- 
lier than  the  date  of  the  occurrence  to  which  it  refers,  to  wit : 
ihe  filing  of  the  complaint,  October  first  It  could  not,  there- 
fore, have  been  a  part  of  the  summons  issued  on  the  13th  of 
September,  nor  of  the  one  directed  to  be  published  by  the 
county  judge,  on  the  30th  of  September.  This  notice  could 
not  have  been  a  part  of  the  original  summons,  and  is  no  part 
of  the  summons  in  the  judgment  roll.  The  party  had  no  power 
to  amend  it.  An  amendment  could  ouly  be  made  by  an  order 
of  the  court,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  this  was  obtained. 
The  summons  Hjsdf^  therefore,  as  published,  did  not  state  iht 
time  and  place  of  such  filing.  And  although  it  may  be  said, 
that  for  all  practical  purposes  the  notice  was  just  as  good  and 
just  as  communicative  as  the  summons,  yet  this  was  a  juris- 
dictional fiict,  and  the  omission  to  insert  in  the  summons  as 
published,  that  "  the  complaint  wasfiled^^^  and  "  the  time  and 
place  of  such  filing,"  is  fatal  to  the  judgment.  {Randall  agt 
Washbume,  14  How.  Pr.  R  881,  382 ;  EalleU  agt.  Righters, 
18  How.  Pr.  R.  44,  46,  46,  and  cases  cited.)  See  Rawdon  agt 
Cbrim,  (3  How.  Pr.  R.  416,  417,)  per  Hand,  Justice^  who  says, 
*^  The  order  of  publication  should  show  that  there  was  a  sum- 
mons and  identify  it  -  Ordering  a  summons  to  be  published 
in  anticipation  of  one  being  made  out,  would  not  connect  them 
on  the  record,  except  by  reference  to  the  claim,  which  is  un- 
safe.   It  is  Uie  summons  which  is  to  be  published." 

There  are  several  other  objections  to  the  validity  of  this  rec- 
ord, not  necessary  to  be  discussed.  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
doctrine  of  laches  upon  which  the  special  term  placed  the  de- 
cision of  the  motion,  was  error  in  this  case,  because  there  was 
no  jurisdiction  acquired,  and  that  the  order  made  should  be  re- 
versed with  costs,  the  order  set  aside,  the  judgment  set  aside, 
plaintiff  to  be  permitted  to  amend  and  re-serve  the  summons. 


/ 
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Keene  agt  La  Faige. 


SUPEEIOK  COURT. 

I 
Laura  Ksxks  agi  John  La  Farge. 

If  a  sole  defendant  die  pending  an  action  after  iesae  joined  therein,  and  belbra 
trial,  his  personal  representatives  have  no  right  to  an  order  requiring  the  plain- 
tiff to  continue  the  action  against  them,  as  the  defendants  therein.  In  such  a 
case,  the  plaintiff  at  his  election  may  require  that  it  he  discontinued. 

'    Special  Term,  October  28tA,  1858. 

The  defendant  having  died,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testa- 
ment by  which  Louisa  La  Farge  and  John  Binsse  were  ap* 
pointed  his  executrix  and  executor,  and  letters  testamentary 
having  been  issued  to  them,  they  on  an  affidavit  of  these  facts 
and  on  the  pleadings,  now  move  "  for  an  order  to  continue  this 
action  in  the  name  of  Lanra  Keene  as  plaintiff  therein,"  against 
them  as  such  executrix  and  executor,  ''as  defendants  therein, 
and  to  declare  said  action  to  be  in  the  same  plight  and  condi- 
tion as  the  same  was  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  John  La 
Farge."  The  action  was  at  issue  on  complaint  and  answer 
when  La  Farge  died.  The  complaint  sets  out  a  written  and 
sealed  lease,  executed  by  John  La  Farge  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
Metropolitan  Theatre,  and  alleges  performance  of  all  the  cove« 
nants  on  her  part,  and  that  John  La  Farge  during  the  term 
granted  "  wrongfully  and  in  violaiionof  the  covenants  of  said 
lease,  evicted  this  plaintiff  from  said  premises  and  refused  to 
fulfil  the  covenants  of  said  lease."  The  owner  denies  that  she 
kept  the  covenants  on  her  part,  and  avers  that  she  failed  to 
pay  the  rent  when  due,  and  was  for  that  cause  dispossessed  by 
sunmiary  proceedings  pursuant  to  statute,  which  are  set  forth, 

H.  A.  Ck^m^  for  Ae  motion. 

E.  L.  Hbarke,  contra^  insists,  1st  That  the  cause  of  action 
does  not  survive,  and  2d.  That  the  executrix  and  executor 
cannot  make  such  a  motion,  and  that  the  plaintiff  alone  oau 
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Keeoe  agt.  La  Farge. 

make  it,  and  8d.  That  she  does  not  desire  to  have  the  action 
oontinaed. 

BoswoRTH,  Chief  Justice.  In  so  far  as  this  action  proceeds 
on  tlie  idea  of  a  breach  by  John  La  Fai^ge,  of  his  implied 
covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment  by  the  plaintiff,  (8  Keman^  161,) 
it  sounds  in  contract  and  continues.  In  so  far  as  it  is  based 
on  the  allegation  of  a  wrong  done  by  John  La  Farge,  to  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  as  his  lessee,  it  continues  by  force  of  sec- 
tion 1  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  447. 

The  only  other  question  is,  whether  the  representatives  of^ 
the  deceased  defendant  may  move  for  and  obtain  an  order  con- 
tinuing the  action,  or  whether  the  option  is  given  to  the  plain- 
tiflF  alone  to  move  or  to  omit  to  move,  for  such  an  order  ?  The 
only  authority  for^  such  a  motion,  is  that  furnished  by  section 
121  of  the  Code.  By  that,  after  the  lapse  of  a  year  from  the 
death  of  a  party,  the  court  cannot  allow  the  action  to  be  con- 
tinued except  upon  "  a  supplemental  complaint,"  such  a  pro- 
ceeding cannot  be  taken  by  a  defendant. 

Prior  to  the  Code,  the  death  of  a  sole  plaintiff  or  of  a  sole 
defendant,  before  verdict  or  interlocutory  judgment,  abated  an 
action  at  law,  and  it  could  not  be  continued  by  or  against  the 
representatives  of  the  deceased.  (2  jB.  S.  886  to  889.)  The 
chancellor  decided  in  White  agt.  Buloid^  (2  Paiffe,  476,)  that 
the  personal  representatives  of  a  sole  complainant  who  had  died 
might,  on  their  own  motion,  be  substituted  as  complainants 
under  section  115,  2  Revised  Statutes,  184.  llie  language  of 
this  section  is  as  general  as  that  part  of  section  121  of  the 
Code,  which  applies  to  motions  made  within  a  year  after  the 
death  of  a  party,  with  the  exception  that  section  115  applies 
only  to  the  case,  "  when  a  complainant  shall  die."  But  I  find 
iio  provision  in  the  Bevised  Statutes,  broad  enough  to  enable 
the  representatives  of  a  deceased  sole  defendant  to  make  such 
a  motion.  Section  126,  [120,]  evidently  applies  to  the  case  of 
the  death  of  one  of  two  or  more  defendants,  and  not  to  the 
death  of  a  sole  defendant. 

If  only  the  representatives  of  such  a  deceased  party  can  make 
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Ball  agt  Warrea. 

i  "  motion,^  vnthin  one  year  after  the  death,  as  can  be  allowed 
f^er  the  year^  "  on  a  supplemental  complaint/'  to  continue  the 
totiofiy  then  it  would  appear  that  section  121  was  designed  to 
confer  on  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  sole  plaintiff  only 
the  election  to  continue  the  action  or  to  abandon  it,  and  was 
not  designed  to  enable  the  representatives  of  a  sole  deoel^sed 
defendant  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  continue  the  action  against 
his  will.  Such  a  construction  does  not  deprive  the  represen- 
tatives of  deceased  sole  defendant  of  any  rights  which  they  had 
prior  to  the  Code,  nor  confer  on  the  representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased sole  plaintiff  any  rights  which  those  of  a  deceased  soie 
*'  complainant  in  a  suit  in  equity  "  did  not  possess,  although  ia 
actions  at  law  it  enlarges  the  remedies  of  the  representatives 
of  a  deceased  sole  plaintiff  This  construction  accords  widi 
the  view  taken  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  by  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth, in  SouilUard  agt  BiaSy  (9  Paige,  898.) 

Motion  denied  without  costs ;  but  an  order  may  be  entered 
that  the  action  be  discontinued,  unless  tho  plaintiff  serve  with^ 
in  ten  days  after  written  notice  of  the  order  to  be  entered  here* 
on  a  consent  that  an  order  be  entered  continuing  the  action. 


SUPREME  COURT 

Royal  Ball  agt  Henry  Warren  and  others. 

The  Farmers'  Bank  of  Laj^singburgh  agt  Henry  War- 
ren and  others. 

A  motion  to  vacate  or  mipeivede  a  writ  of  eerHorari  issued  to  Temore  proceedlngi 
Into  this  court,  may  be  made  before  the  retemto  the  writ  has  been  Sled.  3^1 
where  the  motion  is  to  quash  the  writ  for  irregularity,  it  cannot  be  entertained 
until  the  return  is  made  and  filed. 

A  writ  of  certiorari  to  remove  proceedings  in  an  action  into  this  court  is  ineffec- 
tual if  not  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  before  Judgment  in  the  action. 

Where  judgmeni  had  Ijeen  recovered  in  major's  court  against  several  dofendanti% 
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and  execution  iasaed  and  levy  made,  but  as  to  one  of  the  defendants,  an  order 
of  the  court  had  been  granted,  stajing  proceedings  to  enable  him  to  defend  the 
action,  and  after  insoe  Joined  he  brought  a  eaiiorari  to  remove  the  cause  into 
this  court ;  Bddf  that  it  was  too  late,  the  judgment  even  as  against  this  defeod- 
ant  had  not  been  yacated,  but  remamed  of  record. 

AUxmy  special  Term^  December^  1867. 

MonoN  to  set  aside  proceedings. 

These  actions  were  commenced  in  the  Troy  mayor's  court^ 
in  March,  1857.  Each  action  was  brought  upon  a  promissory 
note  made  by  one  Chichester,  and  indorsed  by  the  defendanta 
On  the  4th  of  April,  1867,  judgment  was  perfected  in  each  ac- 
tion  against  all  the  defendants  by  default  The  amount  of  the 
judgment  in  the  first  action  is  $812.89,  and  in  the  other 
1869.86. 

On  the  14th  of  May,  1867,  an  order  was  made  by  the  Troy 
mayor's  court,  upon  the  application  of  the  defendants,  by  which 
the  default  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  in  these  causes  were 
80  far  set  aside,  as  to  allow  the  defendants  therein  to  interpose 
a  defence  within  ten  days.  But  the  judgment  entered,  and 
the  execution  issued  and  the  levy  made  in  each  of  said  causes 
was  to  stand  as  security  for  any  judgment  which  might  tdti- 
mately  be  recovered  in  the  actions. 

The  defendant  Warren,  within  the  time  allowed  by  the  or- 
der, put  in  an  answer  in  which  he  set  up  usury  as  a  defence 
in  each  cause.  The  issues  were  noticed  for  trial  at  a  term  of 
the  mayor's  court,  to  be  held  on  the  8th  day  of  December. 
On  the  morning  of  that  day,  writs  of  certiorari  were  duly  al- 
lowed by  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court,  removing  the  causes 
into  this  court,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes 
relating  to  the  removal  of  causes  from  inferior  courts.  (2  R. 
&  889.)  The  defendant  also  offered  to  pay  the  costs  of  notic- 
ing the  cause  for  trial.  The  costs  were  by  stipulation  between 
the  parties  taxed  on  the  9th  of  December,  at  about  $26  in  each 
cause. 

The  plaintiff  moved  to  '^  set  aside,  dismiss  and  vacate,"  the 
writs  of  certiorari  in  each  cause. 


^  KEW-TOBS:  PBACnCS  REPORTS.  $81' 

i  

Ball  agt  Warren. 

M.  I  ToWNSZHTDjJarplainitffs. 
A.  C.  QEXRjfarck/endanL 

Harris,  Justice.  It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  tbe  defend- 
snt  tliat  this  motion  is  prematuiei  inasmuch  as  no  return  had 
been  made  to  the  writs  of  oertioraru  Were  this  to  be  regarded 
M  a  motion  to  quash  the  writs  for  irregularity,  the  objection 
would  be  well  taken.  But  regarding  it  as  an  application  to 
supersede  the  writs,  because  improperly  allowed,  the  objection 
cannot  prevail.  *'  If  the  writ  be  misdirected  or  otherwise  bad 
in  point  of  law,"  says  Tidd,  "  the  court  will  order  it  to  be 
quashed  if  before  them,  or  if  not  returned  will  grant  a  super* 
sedeas."  (1  Tidd's  Pr.  885.  See  aho  2  BurrdPs  Pr.  250 ; 
Oraharn's  Pr.  567 ;  Ferguson  agt.  Jones^  12  Wend.  241.) 

It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  inquire  whether  the  writs 
were  properly  allowed.  Judgments  had  been  recovered 
against  all  the  defendants  in  each  action.  Executions  had 
been  issued  and  a  levy  made  upon  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ants. As  to  all  the  defendants  except  Warren,  these  judg^ 
ments  and  executions  remain  in  full  force.  As  to  Warren, 
the  efEect  of  the  order  of  the  14th  of  May,  was  not  to  vacate 
or  set  aside  the  judgments  but  to  suspend  proceedings  until  it 
should  be  ascertained  by  a  trial  whether  this  defendant  in  taci 
had  a  defence  to  the  actions.  If  upon  such  trial  he  should  be 
able  to  sustain  his  defence,  the  judgments  might  be  set  aside, 
but  if  not,  then  they  would  be  enforced. 

The  statute  provides  that  a  certiorari  to  remove  an  action 
into  the  supreme  court  fix>m  an  inferior  court,  shall  not  be  ef- 
fectual for  that  purpose,  unless  it  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the 
court  before  judgment  is  entered  in  such  action.  (2  E.  &  889, 
}  7.)  In  these  cases  judgments  had  been  entered,  and  had  not 
been  vacated.  The  writs,  therefore,  were  not  effectual  to  re- 
move the  actions.  The  plaiotiffii  are  entitled  to  an  order  that 
the  writs  of  certiorari  be  superseded.  1  think,  too,  that  the  de- 
fendant should  be  charged  with  the  costs  of  the  motion. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT. 

QuiLP,  Administrator  of  B.  H.  Benjamin^  deceased,  plaintiif 
and  appellant  agt  C.  S,  Parsoks,  executor,  and  Mabt  Tat- 
LORy  executrix,  &c.,  of  Wm.  Taylor,  deceased,  defendants 
and  respondents. 

When  an  ordm  is  made,  allowing  an  amended  sapplemental  complaint  to  be 
eenred,  and  anch  a  complaint  is  tlieroupon  eeired,  and  the  defendants  appeal 
fixnn  sQeh  order,  and  also  demur  to  such  complaint,  and  the  demuriw  is  sa»> 
tamed  and  such  order  reversed,  and  the  plaintiff  has  appealed  from  (he  order 
sustaining  such  demurrer,  the  latter  appeal  neceBsarily  iUls  bj  the  rcTeraal 
ofthe  enter  allowing  the  amended  supplemental  complahit  to  be  filed.  AI- 
thevgh  an  order  will  be  entered  on  the  application  of  the  defendants,  disnuas- 
ing  the  appeal  from  the  order  surjumng  such  demurrer,  the  appeal  wHl  be  di» 
misBed  without  oosta. 

Bejbre  Bosworth,  Ch.  J!,  Hoffman^  Slosson  and  Fiebrs^ 
PONT,  Justices. 

The  defendants  moTe  to  dismiss  an  appeal  taken  by  the 
platQtiff  from  an  ordev^  (made  on  the  19ih  of  June,  18&8,)  sua- 
taining  a  demurrer  to  plaintiff's  amended  supplemental  com* 
plaint. 

This  amended  supplemental  complaint  was  served  pursuant 
to  an  order  made  December  22d,  1866*  The  ddendants  ap» 
pealed  from  that  order,  and  demurred  to  the  said  complaint 
Wlii'h  of  these  two  proceedings  was  first  taken,  does  not  ap- 
pear on  the  papers  on  which  the  motion  to  dismiss  was  made. 
The  order  of  the  22d  of  Dtcember,  1856,  was  reversed  on  the^ 
26»h  of  June,  1858,  and  a  copy  of  tlie  order  of  reversal  watt 
served  on  the  26tb  of  July,  1868. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  from  the  order  of  the  19th  of  JunOi. 
1858,  but  whet>ier  before  or  after  the  26th  of  June^  is  nob 
shown  on  tl^  motion.  'J'he  defendants  noticed  that  appeiA 
for  argument,  for  the  October  term,  1868,  and  placed  the 
cause  on  the  general  term  calendar,  and  now  move  on  an 
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mffidavit  of  these  fiusts,  and  on  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  to  dm- 
miss  the  appeal. 

By  the  court — Boswokth,  Chief  Justice.  The  ground  on 
"which  the  dismissal  of  ibe  appeal  is  moved,  is  this:  The  order 
allowing  the  amended  supplemental  complaint  to  be  filed,  has 
liecn  reversed,  and  consequently,  as  it  is  now  claimed,  that  com- 
plaint and  all  proceedings  had  thereon  are  out  of  the  cause. 
Upon  this  view,  which  we  regard  as  the  correct  view  of  the 
matter,  there  was  no  reason  why  the  appeal  should  have  been 
noticed  for  argument,  after  the  order  of  the  22d  of  December, 
1856,  had  been  reversed.  Such  a  notice  was  not  essential  in 
order  to  move  to  dismiss  the  appeal 

A  dismissal  of  the  appeal  was  not  necessary  for  the  defend- 
ant's protection.  The  appeal  fell,  when  the  supplemental  com- 
plaint, the  demurrer  thereto,  and  the  order  deciding  such 
demurrer,  (which  latter  order  is  the  one  appealed  from,)  ceased 
to  be  proceedings  in  the  action.  They  ceased  to  be  proceed- 
ings in  the  action  upon  the  reversal  of  the  order  of  the  22d  of 
December,  1856»  In  the  notice  of  the  motion  to  dismiss,  it  is 
stated  that  costs  of  the  motion  will  be  aaked.  The  motion  be- 
ing unnecessary,  and  the  appeal  having  been  brought  practi- 
cally to  an  end,  by  proceedings  taken  by  the  appellants,  and 
wefaich  have  resulted  in  reversing  the  order  allowing  an 
amended  supplemental  complaint  to  be  filed,  they  are  clearly 
not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  this  motion.  No  objection  is 
made  to  the  entry  of  an  order  dismissing  the  appeal.  The 
order  to  be  entered  will,  therefore,  dismiss  the  appeal  without 
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i- 

SUPREME  COURT. 
Clapp  and  others  agt.  Utlet  and  others. 

Where  the  tSBBgnee  in  the  aflognment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  was  direoted 
"  to  dispose  of  the  property  at  such  time,  and  in  such  lawful  manner  as  he  shall 
deem  prudent  and  advisablei  and  to  oonvert  the  same  into  monej,"  Betd^  m 
Tslid  and  proper  direction. 

Nisw  -  York  J^aecial  Terrn^  Aprily  1858. 
Motion  for  judgment  of  dismissal  of  oomplaint 

i 

Storks  &  SmyofWiCKyforplatntiffi. 

Q.  O.  RvLQlijfor  de/endanta, 

Clerke,  Justice.  I  will  say  in  this  case,  what  the  court  al 
general  term  said  through  me  in  BeUows  agt.  Patridge^  (19  jBar- 
bour^  176,)  that.  "  the  trust  contains  no  express  authority  to  de- 
lay the  conversion  of  the  property  into  money,  beyond  what 
the  effectual  performance  of  the  trust  necessarily  required.** 
[n  that  case,  the  assignee  was  authorized  in  the  instrument, 
•*to  convert  the  assigned  property  into  money  by  sale,  either 
public  or  private,  as  soon  as  reasonably  practicable,  with  due 
regard  to  the  rightful  interests  of  the  parties."  In  this  case,  the 
assignee  is  directed  **  to  dispose  of  the  property  at  such  time  and 
in  such  lawful  manner,  as  he  shall  deem  prudent  and  advisa- 
ble, and  to  convert  the  same  into  money."  In  both  cases,  I 
think  an  equal  amount  of  discretion  is  left  to  the  assignees,  but 
in  neither  "  nothing  more  ihan  what  the  effectual  performance 
of  the  trust  necessarily  required."  The  exact  moment  of  the 
sale  can  never  be  prescribed  in  the  instrument,  and  if  it  can- 
not be  prescribed,  it  must  be  determined  subsequently,  accord- 
ing to  the  best  judgment  of  the  assignee.  The  time  must  de- 
pend upon  the  pecidiar  circumstances  of  each  case.  The 
extrinsic  circumstances  are  not  sufficient  to  set  aside  this 
assignment    Complaint  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Ebwabd  p.  Fby,  Bespondent  agt  James  Gobdon  BENNETt» 

Appellant 

Wbera  an  order  is  made  and  entered  denying  a  motion  tor  a  new  trial,  and  jiM^ 
mefU  18  entered  in  tlie  action  in  &vor  of  the  sacceflsfol  party,  and  an  appeal  in 
dne  form  is  bronght  by  the  opposite  party  fh>m  the  jndgtMtii  thus  entered ;  sndi 
ai^»eal  does  not  anthocize  a  review  of  the  order  denying  »  n&w  trial. 

Two  appeals  in  such  case  are  neoeasaiy,  and  althongh  it  aaay  not  be  irregidar  to 
Include  both  appeals  in  the  same  noticei  it  is  anthorizing  an  appeal  where  none 
has  been  taken,  to  allow  an  alteration  or  amendment  of  the  noHce  of  appeal  firom 
iheJiidgmeiUf  so  as  to  embrace  both  appeals,  and  it  can  no  more  be  done  than 
A  new  and  separate  notice  canbe  pennitted.  And  this  is  so  although  the  paify 
Mmded  in  good  fiulh  to  t^pjpul  torn  and  review  the  order  denying  a  new  trial 

The  court  have  no  power  to  extend  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  may  be 
taken.    (HorFMAN,  j;,  dissenting,) 

Hie  court  are  not  authorised  to  do  indirectly  under  coior  of  amendment,  what 
tfaey  may  not  do  dfrectly. 

A  notice  of  an  appeal  from  an  otder'when  adxnlly  giren  in  due  season,  if  there 
be  particular  defecta  therein  which  do  not  destroy  its  substantial  chaiacter,  may 
be  amended,  and  so  of  an  appeal  fh>m  a  judgment 

But  where  a  notice  of  an  appeal  from  ar  judgment  has  been  given,  in  all  respects 
perfect  and  contamii^  nothing  more,  the  court  may  not  allow  an  amendment 
so  as  to  make  the  appeal  also  an  appeal  firem  an  order  denyinga  new  trialafltf 
the  time  for  appealing  fhun  such  an  order  has  expired. 

Nor  does  the  fiMst  that  the  respondent  on  such  appeal  appears  and  argues  some 
points,  which  properly  belong  to  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  waive  any  notice  of 
appeal  ftom  the  order  denyhig  a  new  trial ;  nor  does  such  appearsnoe  give  the 
court  jurisdiction  to  reverse  such  order. 

New 'York,  Special  Term,  April,  185a 
Motion  to  amend  notice  of  appeal 

B.  Qalbkltth,  for  appeUanL 
F.  R  SKWRMAN^JbrreapandenL 

WooDRUTF,  Justice.    A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  ttial 
of  this  action,  was  found  by  the  juiy  on  the  81st  day  of  May, 
1856.    Before  judgment  thereon  was  entered  the  defenjiiiai  ^'^x 
moved  at  special  term  for  a  new  trial.    This  motion  fl^  de^-'     ^, 
nied.    The  order  denying  a  new  trial  was  entered  oiJlhe  T^ib      ^<^'' 

Vol.  XVL  25  ^  ^" 
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day  of  Apxil,  1867.  The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
shows  that  a  copy  of  the  order  denying  such  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  was  served  on  the  defendant's  attorney  on  the  same  day, 
April  18th. 

Thereafter,  on  the  25th  day  of  April,  judgment  was  entered 
on  the  verdict,  and  it  appears  by  the  affidavit  referred  to,  that 
written  notice  of  the  judgment  was  on  the  27th  day  of  April, 
served  on  the  defendant's  attorney.  On  some  day  thereafter, 
a  notice  of  appeal  from  the  judgment  was  served  by  the  de- 
fendant's attorney.  When  this  notice  was  served  does  not  ap- 
pear ;  it  bears  no  date,  and  the  affidavits  submitted  do  not  dis- 
close the  time  of  service.  The  cause  was  brought  to  argument 
on  the  appeal  at  the  December  general  term,  1867,  and  the 
court  now  have  the  appeal  under  consideration.  The  counsel 
upon  the  argument  of  the  appeal,  submitted  points  and  argued 
questions  which  it  is  now  suggested  could  not  properly  be  con- 
sidered on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment,  but  only  on  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  or  an  appeal  fix>m  the  order  on  such  motion. 

The  appellant  now  applies  by  motion  to  amend  his  notice  of 
appeal,  so  that  tiie  same  shall  be  not  only  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment,  but  also  "  from  the  order  denying  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial,"  averring  that  he  intended  to  appeal  from  the  last 
named  order,  and  supposed  that  he  had  done  so ;  that  in  truth 
no  argument  was  had  upon  the  motion  at  the  special  term,  it 
being  the  understanding  that  the  motion  would  be  argued  on 
the  appeal  from  the  judgment 

L  It  is  conceded  upon  this  motion  that  an  appeal  fix>m  the 
order  denying  a  new  trial  was  necessary  in  order  to  bring  such 
order  under  review.  And  this  is,  I  apprehend,  tiie  settied  rule 
prescribed  by  the  Code,  (§  848,)  and  s^rmed  by  repeated  de- 
cisions. {Hastings  agt.  McKinly^  3  C.  R.  10 ;  Mdrquart  agt 
La  Farge,  6  Duer  R.  669.) 

IL  The  notice  of  appeal  in  this  case  is  simply  and  only  firom 
the  judgment.  There  was  no  appeal  from  the  order  refusing 
a  new  trial.  All  that  is  averred  is  an  inient  to  appeal  there- 
from, and  a  mistaken  supposition  that  the  appeal  from  the 
judgment  was  an  appeal  from  the  order  also.    The  case  is  not^ 


mW-YOBE  FBAOnOB  BKPOOEOft  887 

n/agt  Bennett. 

therefore,  one  in  which  a  notice  of  appeal  fiom  tiie  order  was 
given,  which  is  defective  in  aome  particalar  which  might  be 
amended,  but  I  am  asked  by  thia  motion  to  allow  an  appeal 
which  by  mistake  of  the  defendant's  attorney  has  never  been 
taken.  It  would  be  a  misnomer  to  caH  this  an  amendment 
The  notice  served  is  complete  in  itself  and  in  proper  form  to 
effect  all  that  it  purports ;  it  is  a  proper  and  regular  appeal  from 
the  judgment  For  the  purpose  which  the  appellant  has  in 
view,  two  appeals  were  necessary,  and  although  it  may  notbe> 
irregular  to  include  both  appeals  in  the  same  notice,  it  is  au- 
thorizing an  appeal  where  none  has  been  taken,  to  allow  an  al« 
teration  of  the  notice  which  has  been  served  so  as  to  embrace 
two  appeals  instead  of  one,  and  it  can  no  more  be  done  than  a 
new  and  separate  notice  can  be  permitted. 

m.  The  case  made  by  the  papers  submitted,  do  not  war^ 
rant  the  treatment  of  this  motion  as  an  application  to  amende 
not  only  for  the  teason  above  mentioned,  which  Ideem  entirely 
conclusive,  but  also  because  it  does  not  appear  that  any  notice 
of  appeal  was  served  within  thirty  days  after  the  service  of  the 
order  refusing  a  new  trial,  viz :  April  18th,  1857.  If  the  time 
for  appealing  from  the  order  had  eicpired  before  any  appeal 
was  taken,  then  there  could  be  nothing  to  amend.  And  the 
appellant  has  Mled  to  show  on  this  motion  that  any  notice  of 
appeal  was  given  within  the  time  limited,  so  that  whatever 
his  intentions  may  have  been,  he  has  for  aught  that  appears, 
suffered  the  time  for  appealing  to  pas& 

lY.  The  motion,  therefore,  presents  the  question  whether 
the  defendant  may  be  permitted  to  appeal  after  the  time  for 
an  appeal  limited  by  section  882  of  the  Code  has  expired  ? 

I  feel  constrained  to  decline  the  consideration  of  the  circum- 
Btances  to  which  my  attention  is  called  by  the  papers  sub- 
mitted, which  in  the  view  of  the  defendant's  counsel  should 
influence  me,  if  this  motion  were  addressed  to  my  discretion, 
because  I  am  satisfied  I  have  no  power  to  permit  an  appeal 
after  the  thirty  days  prescribed  by  section  882  have  expired. 
Not  only  so,  in  my  opinion  an  appeal  taken  after  the  lapse  of 
the  thirty  days  would  not  give  jurisdiction  to  the  general  term. 


BM  mm^Towi  praohob  bxfobk 

Tke  qtmtiDB  wb^her  ihe  cowi  oaa  extend  the  time  to  appeal 
liha  been  mwk  djaeqeaed^  and  the  decisions  axe  oontEadictorj. 
Tbe  pow^  is  alleged  to  be  conferred  bj  sectiotL  178  (now  174) 
^ihe  Code  aa  amended  in  1849,  and  to  be  embraced  in  the 
anthonliir  to  allow,  *^  an  answer  or  reply  to  be  made  or  other  act 
to  h9  done,  after  the  time  limited  by  this  act"  The  connection 
ift  wUeh  these  words  stand,,  indicates  to  my  mind  that  they  con- 
taoq[date  an  act  in  the  progress  of  a  cause  before  judgment 

1%»  next  danse  provides  for  relief  from  a  judgment^  &c, 
and  the  last  for  conforming  proceedings  actually  taken  to  the 
foqtiiremeats  of  the  Code.  Without  entering  at  lengdi  into 
llie  discussion,  I  fiiel  oompelled  to  say  that  the  court  can  no 
more  allow  an  appeal  after  the  time  limited  in  express  and  ab- 
solute terms  has  expied,  iban  they  can  allow  a  suit  to  be  pro- 
-Movtad  and  maintained  after  the  time  liitnited  for  commencing 
Mums  by  chapter  4th  has  elapsed,  and  none  I  belieye  have 
gaoeao  fir  as  to  hold  that  section  174  will  warrant  any  such 
eKtension  <rf  the  time  limited  for  bringing  suit 

*^Jbitenai  reipuilm  ui  aU  finis  Utiumy^  and  the  wisdom  of 
tlya  maxim  has  been  recognized  ever  since  we  had  existence 
•i  a  state,  and  it  has  been  shown  not  only  in  prescribing  a  time 
widdn  which  actions  should  be  commenced  aft^er  the  cause  ac- 
emed,  as  also  in  limiting  the  time  within  which  appeals  from 
final  judgments  might  be  prosecuted.  I  cannot  and  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  legislature,  by  the  somewhat  loose  expression 
above  quoted,  intended  to  abrogate  so  wise  a  restriction  and 
-pdbmtt  to  the  mere  discretion  oi  any  court  to  say  whether 
the  party  should  be  permitted  to  appeal,  however  long  the 
period  might  be  since  the  litigation  was  apparently  ended, 
or  should  be  permitted  to  prosecute,  however  long  the  period 
dnee  the  allied  cause  of  action  arose. 

The  language  of  the  174th  section  is  satisfied  without  giving 
it  00  comprehensive  a  meaning,  and  making  it  substantially 
frqpeal  absolute  restrictions  specifically  employed,  and  in  my 
judgment  too  important  to  be  overruled,  unless  the  intent  of 
^the  legislature  is  more  clearly  manifested.  On  this  question 
the  oonffiotiug  decisions  which  have  been  examined  by  me, 
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may  be  found  arrayed  on  either  side  of  the  questioD,  ag  follcMn, 
viz :  In  support  of  the  power  to  allow  the  appeal  after  the  time 
has  expired.  {Traver  agt.  SHvemail^  2  (hde  K  9C| ;  Oriitendm 
agt.  Adams,  1  Code  R  K  S.  21 ;  Seely  agt  Priehatd,  8  Duer 
B.  669  ;  12  Leg.  Obs.  245;  Baaae  agt  TAc  iVew-Forifc  Cfew^roZ 
Railroad  Company^  14  fibw;.  /¥•  R.  430.) 

And  to  the  contrary  are  Rerwvl  agt  Harris,  (2  Cbde  jR.  71, 
2  Sandf.  R.  641,)  decided  before  the  amendment  of  the  Code 
referred  to ;  Mios  agt.  Thomas,  (1  Code  R.  iT.  &  67,  5  Bbw. 
/v.  R.  861 ;)  iJot^B  agt  McChrmick,  (6  J3bu;.  iV*  iJ.  887 ;  I 
Code  R.  N.  S.  78;)  Lindsley  agt  Ahny,  (1  Cbde  i?.  iVT.  &  188;) 
7'A<?  P(X7pfe  agt.  Eldridge,  (7  ^ot^;.  JV.  i?.  108;)  Sherman  agti 
>Fd&,  (14  id.  522.) 

An  attentive  examination  of  these  cases^  oonfirms  my  poevi- 
0U8  convictions  that  I  have  no  power  to  grant  the  preset  m^tioBk 
I  do  not  overlook  the  &ct  that  this  court  in  general  tesm 
have  otherwise  decided  in  the  case  in  8  Duer,  above  mentaoilad; 
If  the  matter  stood  before  me  under  the  authoritj^of  that  cape 
unimpaired  by  any  authoritative  expression  of  opinion,  itmi§^ 
be  my  duty  to  yield  my  own  opinions  and  foUow  that  caea; 
but  since  that  decision,  diecaseof  iZuTTipAreyagt  Chawlmiam^ 
came  before  the  court  of  appeals,  (1  Keman  R  274,)  andak* 
though  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  is  so  restricted  that  tiie 
error  could  not  be  reached  by  the  appeal  to  that  cour^  these 
was  a  clear  and  unqualified  expression  of  opinion  that  the  ro- 
preme  court  had  no  power  to  extend  the  time  to  qppeal.  The 
opinion  is  given  as  the  opinion  of  the  court  without  any  qMH^ 
fieation  or  dissent  Under  such  circumstanees,  if  I  an  net 
hound  by  that  opinion,  (and  that  is  by  no  means  dear,)  I  am 
certainly  at  liberty  to  follow  it  when  my  own  eonviotibns 
concur  therewith,  notwithstanding  a  decision  of  oar  own  j 
eral  term  made  before  the  decision  in  the  oourlof  appeaJa. 
announced. 

The  motion  must  therefore  be  denied  fi>r  want  of  poiweD  to 
grant  it 

In  settling  the  order  made  on  the  foregoing  motion  on  a 
representation  that  the  papers  did  not  r^cesent  all  the  &0IB 
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truly,  leave  was  given  to  renew  the  motion.  Whereupon, 
upon  farther  affidavits,  such  motion  was  renewed.  The  fat- 
ther  fitcts  appear  in  the  opinion  which  was  pronounced  on  the 
renewal  of  the  motion. 


Special  Term^  June^  1858. 

WooDBUPP,  Justice.  Thia  ease  was  before  me  in  April  last^ 
on  a  motion  for  leave  to  amend  the  notice  of  appeal  from  the 
judgment,  so  that  it  should  also  be  made  an  appeal  from  the 
order  denying  a  new  trial.  That  motion  I  felt  constrained  to 
deny  for  want  of  power  to  grant  it 

Leave  having  been  given  to  renew  the  motion,  it  is  again 
brought  before  me  upon  further  affidavits.  I  find  no  reason  to 
change  the  opinion  which  I  expressed  upon  the  former  motion, 
and  my  opinion  then  given  must^  therefore,  be  taken  as  my 
opinion  upon  the  present  motion,  modified  only  by  the  sug- 
gestion  which  follows.  It  is  now  claimed  by  the  defendant^ 
that  he  sufficiently  shows  that  the  order  of  the  special  term 
denying  a  new  trial,  has  never  been  served  on  him,  or  that  he 
has  never  been  served  with  written  notice  thereof  and  there- 
fore that  his  time  for  appealing  from  that  order  has  not  yet 
expired ;  that  his  taking  the  order  itself  as  settled  and  signed 
by  the  judge  before  it  was  entered  by  the  plaintiff,  his  causing 
it  to  be  printed  as  part  of  his  case  on  the  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment,  and  whatever  other  actual  noticp  he  may  have  had  of 
the  order  are  not  sufficient  without  a  written  notice  served  by 
the  plaintiff's  attorney,  to  limit  the  time  for  appealing. 

I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  nor  proper  to  pass  upon  that 
question  here.  For  the  purposes  of  the  present  motion,  it  must 
suffice  to  say,  that  such  a  state  of  &cts  constitutes  no  reason  for 
amending  the  notice  of  appeal  which  was  served.  If  the  de- 
fendant's time  for  appealing  has  not  expired,  (by  reason  of  the 
omission  of  the  plaintiff  to  serve  notice  of  the  order,)  then  the 
appeal  which  the  affidavit  states  the  defendant  has  taken  on 
the  26th  day  of  May  instant,  (since  the  decision  made  by  me 
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of  thepievious  motion,)  will  avail  the  defendant,  and  no  amend* 
ment  of  his  original  notice  of  appeal  is  necessary.  And  on  the 
other  hand,  if  the  actual  &ct8  shall  be  deemed  tantamount  to 
the  written  notice  of  the  order  contemplated  by  the  Code,  so 
that  the  time  to  appeal  from  the  order  has  expired,  then  the 
views  expressed  by  me  on  the  former  motion  constrain  me 
again  to  deny  the  motion  to  amend,  unless  I  can  allow  an 
inieniion  to  appeal  to  have  the  effect  of  an  actual  appeal  defec- 
tively taken  or  notified.  It  now  appears  that  the  notice  of 
appeal  which  was  given  was  served  within  thirty  days  after 
the  denial  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  (a  fact  which  was  not 
shown  on  the  former  motion.) 

But  the  notice  given  was  in  no  respect  defective  or  imper- 
fect It  was  an  appeal  fix>m  the  judgment,  and  nothing  else, 
and  in  my  former  opinion  I  have  given  my  reasons  for  hold- 
ing that  a  mistaken  supposition  that  such  an  appeal  was  also 
an  appeal  firom  the  order,  though  coupled  with  an  intent  to  ap- 
peal &om  the  order,  would  not  warrant  an  alteration  of  the 
notice,  which  in  substance  and  effect  was  making  it  a  new  ap- 
peal. The  motion  must  therefore  be  denied.  The  former 
motion  was  denied  without  costs,  but  it  is  the  practice  when  a 
party  renews  a  motion  under  leave  given,  after  one  denial,  to 
impose  costs  if  he  be  again  unsuccessful.  The  denial  here 
must,  therefore,  be  with  $7  costs. 

From  the  order  so  made,  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  gen- 
eral term.    The  appeal  was  argued  at  tbe  June  term,  1868. 


OenercU  !7irm,  t/tiwe,  1858. 

JBeJbre  BoswoBTH,  HoFFMAK,   Slosson,  Woodbuff  aful 

PiBRRBPONT,  Justioes. 

Appbal  firom  order  at  special  term,  denymg  motion  to 
amend  notice  of  appeal. 

By  the  court — ^Woodruff,  Justice.    The  court  have  no 
power  to  extend  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  n^y  be 
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taken.  The  court  are  not  authorized  to  do  indireotily  under 
odor  of  amendment  what  thej  may  not  do  direotly.  A  nolioe 
of  an  appeal  from  an  order  when  actoallj  giyen  in  due  season, 
if  there  be  particular  defects  therein  which  do  not  destroy  its 
substantial  character,  may  be  amended.  And  so  of  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment 

But  where  a  notice  of  an  appeal  firom  a  judgment  has  been 
given  in  all  respects  perfect  and  containing  nothing  more^  the. 
court  may  not  allow  an  amendment,  so  as  to  make  the  appeal 
also  an  appeal  fit>m  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  after  the  time 
for  appealing  from  such  order  has  expired,  and  so  in  substance 
and  effect  allow  a  new  appeal. 

An  appeal  from  a  judgment  does  not  bring  before  the  gen- 
eral term  for  review  an  order  denying  a  previous  motion  fcora 
new  triaL  To  bring  such  an  order  under  review,  an  appeal 
from  the  order  is  necessary.  These  conclusions  embraced  in 
the  opinions  given  at  the  special  term,  on  denying  the  motion 
upon  which  the  present  appeal  arises,  we  now  affinn.  (Mr. 
Justice  KoFFMAif,  however,  dissenting  from  our  conclusion 
that  the  time  to  appeal  to  the  general  term  cannot  be  extended.) 
It  is  not  deemed  necessary  here  to  refer  to  the  reasons  which 
were  there  given,  for  the  purpose  of  eiliier  repeating  or  review- 
ing them.  But  one  ground  for  allowing  an  amendment  in  this 
case,  or  in  the  alternative  permitting  the  defendant  to  file  and 
serve  a  notice  of  appeal  nuncjyro  tunc,  is  now  urged  upon  our 
attention,  which  although  the  facts  relied  upon  appear  on  the 
papers,  was  not  prominently  presented  at  special  term,  nor  dis- 
cussed in  the  opinions  there  given. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  defendant,  that  the  omission  to  file  or 
serve  a  notice  of  appeal,  has  been  waived  in  such  wise  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  now  aUege  the  defect,  and  that  it  is,  therefore, 
proper  to  allow  either  an  amendment  or  the  filing  of  the  notice 
nunc  pro  iunc^  to  the  end  that  the  record  may  conform  to  the 
actual  condition  of  the  cause  before  the  court ;  that  the  gen- 
eral term  has  actual  jurisdiction  of  the  appeal  as  an  appeal  from 
Ike  order  denying  a  new  trials  by  the  appearance  of  the  respooi- 
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dent  sod  argtiing  the  appeal,  not  only  as  an  appeal  fiom  the 
judgment,  bnt  also  as  an  appeal  from  the  order. 

Whether,  when  no  appeal  has  in  fact  been  taken,  but  the 
parties  neverthelesB  appear  before  the  general  term,  present  a 
case  purporting  to  be  a  case  or  exceptions  on  appeal,  and  argne 
the  matters  arising  thereon,  avowedly  and  unequivocally  as 
an  appeal,  they,  should  not  be  held  concluded  thaeby,  we  do 
not  think  it  necessary  in  this  case  to  decide.  There  are  strong 
reasons  for  holding  tlmt  an  appearance  on  appeal  and  ain  ac* 
tual  argument  and  submission  of  the  questions  arising  upon 
the  case  to  the  court,  without  raising  the  objection  that  zk>  ap- 
peal has  been  taken,  is  a  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
general  term,  and  operates  to  confer  jurisdiction  as  fidly  as  if 
a  formal  appeal  had  been  taken  by  filing  and  serving  writtea 
notice  there(^.  It  is,  however,  not  too  much  to  say,  that  the 
assertion  of  jurisdiction  by  the  general  term,  in  the  absenoe  of 
any  actual  appeal,  should  proceed  upon  acts  of  the  respondent 
unequivocal  in  their  character,  and  either  indicating  an  ikiien* 
tional  assent  thereto,  or  being  at  least  plainly  inconsistent  with 
a  claim  that  no  such  appeal  is  pending. 

The  allegations  on  die  part  of  the  defendant  h^^  upon 
which  it  is  claimed  that  there  has  been  a  waiver  of  an  actual 
notice  of  appeal,  and  a  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  of  tiie 
court,  are  mainly  as  fcUows :  That  there  was  no  argument  of 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  at  the  special  term,  but  that  there 
was  an  understanding  and  agreement  between  the  attorneys 
and  counsel  for  both  parties  that  the  motion  should  be  denied 
pro  forma  and  the  whole  matter  considered  at  the  general  texm. 
That  the  case  made  herein  and  used  at  the  hearing  in  the  gen« 
eral  term  contained  all  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  was  tiius 
prepared  with  a  view  to  the  discussion  of  all  questions  which 
the  defendant's  counsel  might  wish  to  raise  on  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial.  That  the  counsel  for  the  parties  rei^>ectively  did 
insert  in  their  points  used  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal  ficom 
the  judgment,  groimds  for  granting  a  new  trial,  which  could 
with  propriety  be  only  urged  on  such  a  motion,  and  could  not 
properly  be  considered  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  only. 
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In  relation  to  the  first  of  the  defendant's  allegations,  above 
in  substance  recited,  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  by  his  afli- 
dayit  denies  that  there  was  any  understanding  or  agrq^ent 
of  any  kind  between  the  parties  than  what  is  contained  in  the 
order  itself,  which  denies  the  new  triaL  That  order  after  re- 
citing the  motion  and  the  grounds  on  which  it  was  moved, 
denies  the  motion  as  "  upon  hearing  counsel,"  and  gives  to 
the  plaintiff  liberty  to  perfect  his  judgment  It  then  provides 
that  if  the  defendant  appeal  from  the  ^idgmerU  within  thirty 
days,  such  appeal  shall  operate  as  a  stay  of  proceedings  on  such 
judgment  pending  the  appeal  This  order,  if  it  throws  any 
light  upon  this  subject  at  al],  indicates  rather  that  no  intent  to 
pursue  the  matter  as  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  entertained ; 
and  the  defendant's  attorney  states  in  his  affidavits,  that  the 
order  was  prepared  by  the  defendant's  counsel  himself  So  fiir 
as  the  order  su^ests  anything,  it  is  that  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment  only  was  then  contemplated.  And  in  this  direct 
conflict  of  affidavits,  we  do  not  find  ourselves  called  upon  to 
say  that  it  is  clearly  shown  that  there  was  an  agreement  or  un- 
derstanding, such  as  is  alleged  on  the  one  hand  and  denied  on 
the  other. 

The  case  used  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal,  no  doubt  con- 
tained  all  the  evidence  taken  on  the  trial — that  is  not  denied — 
no  doubt  the  case  as  prepared  for  the  purposes  of  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  was  printed  without  alteration,  for  use  on  the 
appeal  to  the  general  term ;  but  when  we  recollect  that  how- 
ever inconvenient  and  improper,  it  is  a  very  common  practice 
with  a  large  portion  of  the  attorneys  at  this  bar,  to  present 
cases  on  appeal  from  the  judgment,  in  the  same  form  as  here 
exhibited ;  and  more  especially,  when  we  observe  that  there 
are  in  this  case  eighty-two  exceptions,  to  the  proper  under- 
standing and  consideration  of  many  of  which,  large  portions 
of  the  testimony  were  essential,  we  think  no  great  weight  can 
be  given  to  the  circumstance  that  all  the  evidence  was  printed 
and  furnished  to  the  court  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal 

The  remaining  consideration  is,  that  the  counsel  presented 
points  on  both  sides,  which  could  only  be  properly  argued  on 
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a  motion  for  a  new  trial  On  the  part  of  the  appellant,  out  of 
forfy^hree  points  presented,  three  are  found  of  this  description. 
On  the  part  of  the  respondent  one  is  found,  to  wit :  that  the 
damages  are  not  excessive.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in 
the  opening  statement  of  the  case  as  printed  on  his  points,  the 
respondent's  counsel  states  explicitlj  that  the  cause  ^^now 
comes  before  the  court  upon  a  case  upon  an  appeal  from  the 
fudgmenV^ 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  quite  clear,  that  the  respondent  no- 
where suggests  on  his  printed  points,  that  the  questions  whether 
tne  verdict  is  against  evidence,  or  whether  the  damages  are 
excessive,  were  not  open  to  discussion  on  the  appeal.  It  seems 
to  us  upon  an  examination  of  the  points,  in  a  high  degree  pro- 
bable, if  not  qifite  clear,  that  the  parties  both  supposed  that  all 
the  points  presented,  might  properly  be  discussed  on  the  ap- 
peal then  under  argument 

But  we  are  not  prepared  to  establish  deliberately  by  prece- 
dent, that  if  on  an  argument  of  an  appeal  from  a  judgment,  a 
point  is  discussed  without  objection,  which  is  not  raised  there- 
by, the  appeal  shall  be  thereby  deemed  modified,  or  that  if 
a  respondent's  counsel  places  on  his  own  points  one  in  answer 
to  the  appellant,  which  is  only  pertinent  to  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  that  he  thereby  consents  that  the  appeal  be  deemed  con- 
verted into  an  appeal  firom  an  order  denying  such  a  motion. 
We  know  that  such  mistakes,  usually  founded  in  an  erroneous 
apprehension  of  the  subject,  and  sometimes  from  uncertainty 
in  the  mind  of  counsel,  as  to  what  questions  the  court  will  feel 
at  liberty  to  consider  on  an  appeal  £rom  the  judgment,  are  of 
frequent  occurrence.  Probably  not  a  term  has  passed  since 
the  Code  of  Procedure  was  adopted,  in  which  more  than  one 
example  of  this  description  has  not  been  exhibited.  And  when 
the  court  have  had  the  notice  of  appeal  before  them,  it  has 
been  very  common,  upon  receiving  the  printed  points,  to  call 
the  attention  of  counsel  to  the  distinction,  and  to  pass  over  all 
points  which  are  not  addressed  to  the  exceptions  taken  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  or  to  the  judgment  rendered. 

Upon  a  review  of  the  affidavits  submitted,  and  an  examina- 
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tion  of  the  points  used,  it  Boems  to  us  quite probaMe ihnilh* 
counsel  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  intended  to  raiee  bj  tbe 
appeal  the  question  whether  the  verdict  was  against  evideM^ 
and  whether  the  damagos  were  excesslye,  and  hardlj  loss  pror 
bable  that  the  respondent's  counsel  supposed  that  those  qu^fr 
tions  might  properly  be  oonsidered  on  an  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment But  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  there  was  here  an  aotud 
appeal  pending  that  was  an  appeal  firom  the  judgmenti 
and  not  an  appeal  firom  aa  order  denyiag  a  new  tziaL  The 
appearance  of  the  respondent  was  in  &ct,  an  appeauMe 
to  answer  to  the  appeal  which  had  in  truth  been  taken  ^  ufr 
pearance,  noticing  the  appeal  fer  ai^gument,  and  appearing  in 
court  to  argue,  and  actually  arguing  the  appeal,  all  these  of 
any  of  them,  neither  expressly  nor  impliedly,  admitted  that 
any  other  appeal  in  the  cause  waa  pending  than  an  appeal  from 
the  judgment,  nor  gave  the  court  jurisdiction  of  any  other  ^>* 
peal.  This  is  by  no  means  the  case  above  referred  to,  in  which 
an  appearance  when  no  formal  appeal  had  been  taken^  notio^ 
ing  it  fbr  argument,  appearing  in  com!  and  actually  and.  pijo* 
Ibssedly  arguing  the- matter  as  an  s^ppeali  itissu££;e8ted  might 
be  deemed  a  waiver  of  notice  of  appeaJL 

But  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  question  cornea 
down  to  the  naked  inquiry  whether  if  a  respondent  comes  into 
court,  with  the  statement  at  the  outset  Ihat  the  cause  eomei^ 
before  the  court  on  an  appeal  £rom  the  judgment  and  yet  ber 
sides  discussing  numerous  exceptions  that  are  prc^rly  to  bo 
considered,  argues  a  question  whether  the  damages  are  exoea* 
aive  or  the  like,  or  permits  the  adverse  party  to  argue  among 
others,  similar  questions ;  he  is  to  be  deemed  thereby  to  waive 
any  notice  of  appeal  from  the  order  denyix^  a  new  trial,  and  to 
give  the  court  jurisdiction  to  reverse  that  order.  We  do  not 
feel  at  liberty  so  to  hold. 

The  order  appealed  from,  must  be  affirmed. 

Hoffman,  Justice,  dissenting. — I  fully  concur  in  the  denial  of 
the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  taken  on  the  25th  of  May, 
1868,  from  the  order  of  the  18th  of  April,  1857,  denying  a  new 
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trill  But  the  dieouion<xf  the  appedfirom  the  Older  of  spedal 
tenn,  made  on  tbe  dkj  of  May,  1868,  involves  the  qnestion 
whether  the  court  htt  any  power  to  ext^id  the  time  for  taking 
an  appealfromanorderor  judgment,  or  to  give  liberty  to  take 
tt  after  the  time  preseribed  in  the  Code  has  spired  ? 

Upon  this  question  I  am  compelled  to  di£Ebr  from  my  breth> 
ren ;  and  this  is  one  of  the  few  cases  in  which  a  deep  rooted 
opinion  upon  a  point  of  great  and  permanent  practical  conse- 
quence, appears  to  demand  the  expression  of  that  dissent  I 
do  not  consider,  and  I  believe  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  opin- 
ion expressed  in  Humphrey  agt  Chamberlain^  (1  Kemariy  274,) 
controls  this  question*  The  appeal  was  dismissed  because  it 
was  from  an  order  not  appealable.  The  question  was  not 
raised.  The  174th  section  of  the  Code  was  not  noticed.  The 
406  and  882  were  alone  referred  to. 

My  reasons  for  this  dissent,  are  embodied  in  the  following 
propositions.  1.  The  Code  has  abolished  writs  of  error,  and 
sabstitnted  what  is  termed  an  appeal,  as  the  method  of  review- 
ing otAsis  and  judgments,  (g  328.)  I  think  that  the  prac- 
tioe  upon  appeab  in  equity  cases,  rather  than  those  upon  writs 
of  error  in  common  law  actions,  is  to  supply  the  rule  of  decision 
where  the  Code  is  silent  (§  469«)  Either  this  is  the  doctrine, 
cxr  it  is  that  when  the  acticni  is  a  common  law  action,  the  rules 
upon  writs  of  error  shall  control,  and  when  it  is  an  equity  suit 
those  upon  appeals,  as  formerly  known,  shall  govern. 

2.  We  find  one  great  and  important  principle  prevailing, 
both  as  to  writs  of  error  and  appeals.  Writs  of  error  were  at 
the  common  law  matter  of  absolute  right  in  civil  cases,  and 
could  be  brought  at  any  period,  however  remote.  Appeals  by 
the  civil,  the  ecclesiastical,  the  admiralty,  the  law  of  the  court 
of  chancery,  and  that  of  the  house  of  lords,  were  equally  of 
absolute  right,  and  equally  unfettered  by  time.  Positive  stat- 
utes and  positive  rules  were  necessary  to  restrict  the  exercise 
of  this  right  within  definite  periods,  or  to  impose  conditions 
upon  it 

As  to  writs  of  error,  there  was  no  limitation  before  the  stat- 
ute of  10  Wm.  ni,  c.  14.    The  preamble  to  that  act  recognized 
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the  law,  ''  that  ancient  judgments  were  reyeisible  at  any  time 
without  restriction  or  limitation."  It  provided  a  remedy  by 
limiting  them  to  twenty  years.  Our  own  statute  of  1813,  (1 
B.  L.  1813, 184,  §  9,)  reduced  the  period  to  five  years.  The 
Bevised  Statutes  of  1830,  abridged  the  tune  to  two  years. 
(2  jS.  S.  695,  §  21.)  In  the  English  act,  and  in  our  own  stat- 
ute of  1830,  the  exceptions  of  infancy,  coverture  and  some 
others,  were  contained  and  provided  for  the  period  after  the 
disability  was  removed.    (11  Wenddl^  526.) 

8.  In  the  court  of  chancery,  appeals  from  a  decree  of  the 
master  of  the  rolls,  were  to  be  taken  within  a  month  by  an  or- 
der of  court  of  1725.  {Beamei  Ord^s^  884,  888.)  This  order 
fell  into  disuse.  Appeals  of  this  nature  being  more  strictly  re- 
hearings,  were  taken  after  a  much  greater  lengdi  of  time.  (1 
Merivalej  86 ;  18  Vesey^  466.)  The  rule  seems  to  have  been 
that  until  a  decree  was  enrolled,  it  wafl  open  to  a  rehearing. 
(1  DanieWa  Pr.  1847,  and  cases.) 

By  the  order  of  the  7th  of  August,  1862,  one  of  those  resolt- 
ing  from  the  great  statutory  amendments  of  the  practice,  the 
subject  was  fully  regulated,  and  the  periods  for  appeals  and 
rehearings  prescribed.  By  the  6th  section  of  the  order,  the 
lord  chancellor  either  sitting  alone  or  with  the  lord  justices,  or 
one  of  them,  might  whenever  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
the  case  appeared  to  make  it  just  and  expedient^  enlarge  the 
periods  before  appointed  for  a  rehearing,  appeals  or  enrolment 
{Headlamps  Chancery  Acts^  ^c,  London^  1863.) 

4.  Appeals  to  the  house  of  lords,  were  regulated  by  a  stand- 
ing order  of  March  24th,  1726.  No  petition  of  appeal  was  to 
be  received  after  five  years  had  expired  from  the  signing  and 
enrolling  of  the  decree,  and  the  end  of  fourteen  days  next  en- 
suing such  five  years,  unless  the  person  be  an  iDfKDt^  feme  co- 
vert, non  compos^  imprisoned  or  out  of  the  kingdom.  Then 
within  five  years  after  the  disability  should  cease.  {J^aied  at 
length  2  Fowler's  Exdi.  Ft.  246 ;  Paimer's  Rr.  House  of  Lords, 

P<V^    .) 

An  order  of  the  house,  made  in  1829,  reduced  the  period  of 
appeals  to  two  years,  and  as  to  the  exceptions,  it  provided  thai 
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in  no  case  should  an  appeal  be  allowed  where  the  excuse  was 
absence  merely,  after  five  years  firom  enrolment.  (1  DanieWa 
Pr.  1357.)  An  appeal  from  subsequent  orders  brought  within 
five  years  from  their  date,  saved  an  appeal  from  the  decreei 
brought  after  five  years  had  elapsed.  Where  a  decree  had  not 
been  enrolled,  the  house  of  lords  acted  upon  the  equity  of  the 
statute  of  William  lU,  and  dismissed  an  appeal  which  was 
brought  twenty  years  after  decree  pronounced,  although  en- 
rolled within  five  years.  {Edwards  agt.  OarroUj  6  Pr.  P.  O. 
466 ;  Smyth  agt  Clay,  6  id.  395,  Dublin  edition.) 

5.  Appeals  in  spiritual  causes  were  regulated  by  the  &mou8 
statute  of  24  Henry  YIII,  chapter  12,  prohibiting  appeals  to 
the  See  of  Bome.  From  a  sentence  the  appeal  was  to  be  taken 
in  fifteen  days,  and  from  an  interlocutory  order  within  ten. 
{SiaiiUes  at  Large,  Vol  2,  p.  177 ;  see  also  Floy  on  Proctof^s 
Practice,  p.  81.) 

6.  In  admiralty  1  need  only  refer  to  Browrls  Admiralty 
Practice,  Vol  p.  ;  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  1808,  chapters 
40,  62  and  54 ;  and  to  Wiscart  agt  Daucky,  (8  DaUas,  827.) 
The  principle  is  found  that  appeals  are  of  civil  law  origin, 
and  the  limitation  to  five  years  was  prescribed  fi)r  the  tribu- 
nals of  the  United  States. 

7.  Appeals  in  equity  cases  were  regulated  by  the  act  of 
1813,  (1  R  L.  184,  §  9,)  adopted  into  the  Eevised  Statutes  of 
1880,  (2  R.  S.  605,  §§  78,  79.)  Appeals  from  final  decrees 
were  to  be  made  within  two  years  from  enrolment,  subject  to 
the  same  exceptions  as  to  persons  under  disability,  as  in  cas^ 
of  writs  of  error,  and  appeals  from  any  other  order  within 
fifteen  days.  And  the  regulation  of  appeals  from  a  vice-chan- 
cellor to  the  chancellor,  was  made  by  the  statute.  (2  R.  S. 
178,  §  65.) 

I  deduce  from  this  review  two  conclusions.  One,  that  all 
restrictions  upon  the  right  of  appeal  are  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued ;  another  and  more  important,  that  any  relaxation  of  such 
restrictions  is  to  be  liberally  interpreted.  By  the  light  of  these 
principles  the  C!ode  is  to  be  examined.  We  notice  first  that 
die  whole  doctrine  of  exceptions  hj  reason  of  a  disability  is 
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ctisregarded.  The  prescription  seems  peremptory  for  all  suit- 
on.  In  the  next  place  as  the  Code  stood  in  1848,  the  provi* 
aion  was  only  that  which  we  now  find  in  the  173d  section, 
with  unimportant  variations  of  language.  The  new  clause  of 
1849,  added  the  provision  which  now  forms  the  174th  section* 
la  it  we  find  the  direction  that  the  court  may  in  its  discretion 
allow  an  answer  or  reply  to  be  made,  or  other  act  to  be  done  alber 
ihe  time  limited  by  this  act :  or  by  any  order  enlarge  such 
time,  and  may  also  in  its  discretion  and  upon  such  terms  as 
may  be  just,  at  any  time  within  one  year  after  notice  thereof 
relieve  a  party  from  a  judgment  order  or  other  proceeding, 
taken  against  him  through  mistake,  inadvertence,  surprise  or 
excusable  neglect 

Thus,  then,  a  judgment  may  be  relieved  against  within  a 
year  for  excusable  neglect ;  but  the  power  of  revising  that 
judgment  under  any  circumstances  whatever  after  the  expira- 
tion of  thirty  days  exists  nowhere,  not  even  when  the  appeal 
k  from  one  judge  to  other  judges  of  the  same  court  With 
the  most  indulgent  provisions  for  every  other  imaginable  case, 
this  important  common  law  inherent  right  is  bounded  by  a 
period  very  brief  in  duration,  and  by  a  rule  most  stringent  in 
application.  It  has  been  urged,  that  an  appeal  is  a  new  ac* 
tion.  With  respect,  I  regard  this  position  as  clearly  inde&n 
aible ;  some  of  my  reasons  are  stated  in  Seely  agt  Prichatd, 
But  if  an  appeal  from  an  inferior  to  a  superior  tribunal  could 
by  possibility  be  so  considered,  I  am  unable  to  find  a  shadow 
of  plausibility  for  treating  a  review  by  judges  of  the  same  court 
of  the  decision  of  one  of  them,  as  of  that  nature.  It  is  urged 
that  the  court  might  as  well  assume  the  power  of  authorizing 
the  commencement  of  action  after  the  expiration  of  the  periods 
fixed  in  title  two  of  the  Code.  The  answer  appears  to  me  to 
be,  that  the  174th  section  cannot,  without  the  wildest  latitude  of 
construction,  be  considered  as  applying  to  any  act,  except  such 
as  attend  and  can  be  taken  in  the  progress  of  a  cause  after  its 
oomrnencement  It  has  been  insisted,  that  by  just  reasoning, 
aooh  A  power  would  extend  to  permit  exceptions  to  the  ruling 
of  a  judge  at  a  trial,  to  be  taken  after  the  trial.    The  answer 
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seems  to  me  sufficient  that  the  time  to  do  that  is  not  prescribed 
by  the  Code.  It  must  from  the  nature  of  things  be  taken  at 
the  trial,  and  so  the  264th  section  declares ;  but  this. is  not  the 
prescription  of  a  definite  period  of  days  or  other  times  for  do- 
ing an  act  contemplated  in  the  174th  section. 

It  is  strongly  urged  that  whatever  was  comprised  in  the 
fresh  provision  of  1849,  it  could  only  be  treated  as  relating  to 
acts  proper  or  necessary  in  a  cause  before  judgment,  and  that 
the  context  appeared  to  establish  this.  This  perhaps  might 
sanction  the  exercise  of  the  power  when  the  appeal  was  to  be 
from  an  order  merely.  But  it  seems  to  me  a  better  and  more 
comprehensive  answer  may  be  given.  The  provision  as  to 
relieving  from  judgments  contemplates  grounds  of  relief  dis- 
tinct fiY)m  the  case  as  it  stands,  something  extraneous,  not  a 
review  of  the  determination  on  the  case  as  made  out  in  the 
court  below.  Besides,  the  405th  section  has  provided  for  such 
a  case,  conferring  the  power  even  upon  a  single  judge  of  the 
court  except  as  to  an  appeal.  I  draw  an  argument  from  this 
very  section,  that  the  power  was  left  to  the  court  in  cases  of 
appeals. 

That  inconveniences  and  possibly  evils  may  result  from  the 
possession  of  the  power  in  question,  may  not  be  contested. 
They  attend  every  exercise  of  a  discretionary  authority  lodged 
in  a  court,  and  yet  that  authority  is  indispensable  to  justice  in 
a  multitude  of  instances.  On.the  other  hand,  little  experience 
or  little  thought  is  needed  to  perceive  the  numerous  cases  in 
which  the  plainest  rights  will  be  defeated  and  the  grossest  in- 
justice wrought^  by  the  rigid  construction  of  the  Code  upon 
this  question.  I  observe  in  conclusion,  that  the  case  here  is 
of  an  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
and  the  right  of  a  judge  of  the  court,  in  court,  to  extend  the 
time  for  taking  such  an  appeal  It  is  the  decision  on  this 
point  that  I  differ  from.  My  reasoning  would  equally  sup- 
port the  power  in  case  of  a  judgment  of  the  special  term  sought 
to  be  appealed  from.  I  say  nothing  upon  the  point  of  an  ap- 
peal from  the  general  term  to  the  court  of  appeala 
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SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Fby,  Respondent  agt.  Bsnnett,  Appellant 

Qa  ojppeab  from  a  single  Jadgia  ta  the  general  term,  the  Code  (§  332)  reqoine 
the  appeal  to  "  be  taken  within  thirty  days  after  written  notice  of  the  judg^ 
ment  or  order  shall  hare  been  given'  to  the  party  appealing." 

Therefore,  hMy  that  nntoes  after  the  order  is  made  or  judgment  rendered  and  en- 
tered, or  filed  and  constructively  entered,  so  as  to  become  a  part  of  the  record 
or  minutes  of  the  court,  the  parky  has  some  toritUn  not^eaiUm  ihereo/by  ad  cf 
the  ptevcuUng  party  or  his  ailomty,  his  time  to  appeal  continues  without  limita- 
tion. 

The  party  may  acquire  knowledge  of  the  order,  he  may  examine  it  on  the  files  of 
the  court,  (ht  on  its  records,  or  procure  a  copy  of  it  from  the  deik,  and  for 
many  purposesy  this  and  any  actual  knowledge  of  the  order  or  judgment  will 
be  notice,  but  as  a  UrMtaUon  of  Ihe  Ume  lo  appeal^  knowledge  bo  acquired  will 
be  wholly  inoperative. 

General  Term,  Saturday  June  19^,  1858. 

Before  BoswoBTH,  Hoffkan,  Slosson,  Woodbutf  (mi 

PlEBREPONT,  Justices. 

Motion  to  dismifls  appeal  from  order  denying  motion  for  a 
new  trial. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  in  this  action  before  one 
of  the  justices  at  special  term,  and  without  argument,  he  decided 
to  deny  the  motion.  On  the  ISth  day  of  April,  1867,  the 
counsel  for  the  parties  appeared  before  the  judge,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  settling  the  order.  A  draft  of  the  order  was  prepared 
and  submitted  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  it  was  approved* 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  made  a  copy  thereof  and  the  judge  in- 
dorsed upon  the  draft  a  direction  to  the  derk*  to  enter  the  01^ 
dear  and  signed  that  direction.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
took  upon  the  copy  made  by  himself  the  clerk's  certificate 
that  it  was  a  copy,  and  the  counsel  respectively  left;.  The  de- 
fendant's counsel  taking  the  draft;^  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
taking  the  copy.  Afterwards,  having  made  a  transcript  of  the 
copy  so  certified,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  obtained  from  the 
judge  a  direction  thereon  to  the  clerk  to  enter  the  order. 
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To  this  stage  in  the  proceedings  no  order  had  been  filed  or 
entered  with  the  clerk,  but  the  next  day,  April  14th,  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  filed  the  transcript  made  as  above  stated,  with 
the  clerk,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  directions  thereon  indorsed, 
he  entered  it  in  the  minutes.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  then 
entered  up  his  judgment,  and  gave  notice  that  judgment  was 
entered.  The  defendant  appealed  firom  the  judgment,  and  on 
printing  his  case  for  use  on  the  appeal,  he  printed  the  judg- 
ment, which  recited  in  terms  the  order  denying  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial.  The  appeal  from  the  judgment  was  brought  to 
argument  in  December,  1857.  The  question  afterwards  arose, 
before  any  decision  of  that  appeal,  whether  an  appeal  had  been 
taken  from  the  order  denying  a  new  trial  ? 

After  a  motion  had  been  made  by  the  defendant  to  amend 
his  notice  of  appeal  firom  the  judgment,  he  on  the  26th  of  May, 
1858,  served  a  formal  notice  of  appeal  firom  the  order  of  the 
ISth  of  April,  1857,  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  insist- 
ing that  written  notice  of  that  order  had  not  been  given  to  him, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  must  by 
the  pxx)visions  of  section  882  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  be 
taken,  had  not  expired,  nor  indeed  ever  began  to  run.  The 
plaintiff  thereupon  moves  to  dismiss  the  appeal  so  taken,  on 
the  ground  that  the  time  for  appealing  has  long  since  expired ; 
that  the  circumstances  above  detailed  amount  to  the  giving  of 
written  notice,  and  that  no  actual  service  by  him  of  any  copy  of 
the  order  or  written  notice  l&ereof  was  necessary. 

F.  K.  SHERMAK,/>r  tiie  respondent^  in  mppcri  ofihe^motion. 
D.  D.  Field,  for  (he  appellant,  contra. 

By  the  court — Woodruff,  Justice.  That  provision  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure,  which  limits  the  time  within  which  an  ap- 
peal must  be  taken,  is  wisely  enacted  in  order  that  litigation 
may  be  terminated.  That  as  other  statutes  prescribe  the  time 
within  which  causes  of  action  must  be  prosecuted,  and  still 
others  provide  compulsory  means  by  which  the  progress  of  the 
controversy  may  by  either  party  be  hastened  to  judgment,  so 
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that  bj  means  of  this  limitation  fiirtber  litigation  by  appeal 
&om  court  to  courty  maj  be  finally  terminated.  And  in  pro* 
yiding  this  last  means  of  determining  the  matter  finally,  and 
as  the  case  may  be,  debarring  the  unsaccessftil  litigant  of  any 
review  or  reconsideration  of  the  matters  which  have  once  been 
adjudged  against  him,  the  framers  of  the  law  have,  we  think, 
had  a  two-fold  purpose  before  their  minds.  First,  to  make 
the  condition  of  the  limitation  so  plain  that  there  should  be  no 
danger  of  misconstruction  or  misapprehension.  And,  second^ 
to  place  it  in  the  power  of  the  prevailing  party  to  set  the  time 
a  running  within  which  an  appeal  shall  be  taken,  whenever 
he  may  choose.  By  this  means  each  party  is  placed  in  a  situa- 
tion to  know  distinctly  and  clearly  what  is  the  actual  state  of 
the  controversy  in  this  respect  The  losing  party  will  not  be 
taken  at  unawares  and  be  deprived  of  a  right  of  review,  and 
the  prevailing  party  will  know  precisely  when  the  right  of  re- 
view is  waived  or  lost 

It  is  with  this  two-fold  purpose,  we  think,  that  it  is  provided 
by  section  332  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  that  the  appeal  from 
the  special  to  the  general  term,  "  must  be  taken  within  thirty 
days  after  wriUen  notice  of  the  judgment  or  CM'der  shall  Jiave 
been  given  to  the  party  appealing."  Upon  this  we  observe  that 
in  order  that  the  thirty  days  shall  begin  to  run,  that  it  is  not 
enough  that  the  party  have  notice  of  the  order.  That  was 
conceded  on  the  argument  of  the  present  motion.  No  oral 
conmiimication,  therefore,  is  sufficient  No  presence  in  court 
and  hearing  the  decision  announced  on  the  order  or  judgment 
declared  by  the  court  is  sufficient  He  must  have  written  no- 
tice. Again ;  we  deem  it  equally  clear,  that  the  written  notice 
which  is  to  avail  to  limit  the  time,  must  be  such  as  to  apprise 
him  fully  of  the  whold  substance,  if  not  the  very  details  of  the 
order  orjudgmentgiven  or  made  against  him.  Without  this,  he 
is  not  in  a  situation  to  determine  whether  he  will  appeal  or  not 
He  can,  without  such  notice,  make  no  elecdoiL  Further,  the  no- 
tice he  receives  must  come  to  him  from  an  authentic  source,  else 
he  is  in  no  manner  bound  to  rely  upon  it  or  take  any  action 
founded  thereon.  The  attorney  for  the  adverse  party  is  the  per- 
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tion  to  whom  he  is  to  look  for  all  notices  in  the  progress  of  the 
cause,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  receive  or  regard  any  others,  un- 
less it  be  such  as  contemplate  the  displacement  of  such  attor- 
ney or  the  employment  of  a  new  attorney.  The  notice  is  to 
be  given  to  AzV»,  which  in  our  judgment  plainly  means  that  it 
shall  be  served  upon  him. 

All  this  is  simple,  easily  understood ;  it  enables  the  party  to 
see  and  apprehend  his  precise  condition  in  reference  to  the  sub- 
ject And  on  Ae  other  hand,  it  leaves  the  prevailing  party  at 
full  liberty  to  set  the  thirty  days  a  running  when  he  pleases, 
or  to  acquiesce  in  or  allow  an  unlimited  time  within  which  to 
appeal,  if  he  choose  to  do  sa  We  think  that  the  term  noUce 
in  this  statute,  has  a  meaning  in  some  degree  technical  That 
in  its  connection  it  imports  something  written  and  given  to  the 
party  for  Ihe  very  purpose  of  apprising  him  of  the  judgment 
or  order.  And  that  it  was  intended  to  mean  this  in  order  to 
prevent  the  uncertainty  and  conflict  which  would  result  ficom 
allowing  the  limitation  to  depend  on  the  question  whether  the 
party  had  ever  seen  the  order  oxjudgmentj  or  a  copy  thereof  or 
upon  any  similar  questions. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  say,  and  we  do  not  intend  here 
to  say,  whether  if  the  party  prevailing,  issue  execution  and 
that  execution  be  exhibited  to  the  other  party  by  the  sheriff, 
and  is  levied,  that  that  would  or  would  not  be  a  sufficient  no- 
tice. Nor  whether  if  the  party  prevailing,  actually  serve  upon 
the  other  a  copy  of  the  order  or  judgment,  duly  certified  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court  without  further  authentication,  that 
would  or  would  not  be  a  sufficient  notice. 

But  we  do  intend  to  hold,  that  unless  after  the  order  is 
made  or  judgment  rendered  and  entered,  or  filed  and  construc- 
tively entered,  sq  as  to  become  a  part  of  the  record  or  minutes 
of  the  court,  he  has  some  written  notification  thereof  by  act 
of  the  prevailing  party  or  his  attorney,  his  time  to  appeal  con- 
tinues without  limitation.  He  may  acquire  knowledge  of  the 
order,  he  may  examine  it  on  the  files  of  the  court,  or  on  its 
records,  or  procure  a  copy  of  it  from  the  clerk.  For  many 
purposes,  this  and  any  actual  knowledge  of  the  order  or  judg- 
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ment  will  be  notice,  but  as  a  limitation  of  the  time  to  appeal, 
knowledge  so  acquired  will  be  wholly  inoperative. 

There  is  nothing  novel  in  this  view  of  the  subject  By  the 
provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  relating  to  appeals  to  and 
from  the  court  of  chancery,  different  rules  were  made  in  rela- 
tion to  different  appeals,  some  must  be  taken  within  a  certain 
time  after  the  decree  was  entered  in  the  minutes  of  the  court ; 
e.  g.  appeal  from  vice-chancellor  to  chanceHor,  for  a  final  de- 
cree. (2  Bev.  Slai,  178,  §  98.)  Another  from  the  time  the 
decree  shall  have  been  recorded  ;  e.  g.  from  a  decree  of  surro- 
gate on  final  settlement  of  accounts.  (2  liev.  Stat.  610,  §  105.) 
Others  from  the  time  the  order,  sentence  or  decree  shall  have 
been  made ;  e.  g.  appeals  from  surrogates  not  specially  pro* 
vided  far.  (2  JRev.  /Stot  610,  §  107.)  Appeals  from  final  de- 
crees of  the  court  of  chancery  to  courts  of  error,  from  the  time 
of  the  enrolment.  (2  Bev.  StaL  605,  §  78.)  From  an  interlo- 
cutory order  of  a  vice-chancellor,  within  fifteen  days  after  no- 
tice of  such  order.  (2  Beo.  Siat.  178,  §  98.)  And  what  is 
expressly  applicable  to  the  point  under  consideration,  all  ap- 
peals from  any  other  order  or  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery, 
(except  final  decrees,)  to  the  court  of  errors,  must  be  made 
"  within  fifteen  days  after  notice  thereof  shall  have  been  given 
to  the  party  against  whom  such  order  or  decree  shall  be  made, 
or  to  his  solicitor."  (2  Bev.  Stai.  605,  §  79.)  "the  construc- 
tion of  this  language  came  under  consideration  in  the  court  for 
the  correction  of  errors,  in  Jenkms  agt.  Wild^  (14  Wend.  545,) 
and  we  have  done  little  more  than  borrow  the  language  of 
Chief  Justice  Savage,  in  giving  the  opinion  in  that  case.  "  It 
is  notice  to  he  gtven,^^  &c.  "This  implies  2k positive  act  of  the 
party  in  whose  favor  the  decree  is  made."  *  *  **  It  is  clear  to 
my  mind,  that  the  legislature  intended  a  regular /ormai  vrritten 
7U)tice^'^  &c.  {See  also  2  Hoff.  Chy.  Prod.  20 ;  Tyler  agt.  Simr 
mons,  6  Paige  B.  182  ;  The  People  agt.  Backus,  9  id.  607.) 

The  application  of  these  views  to  the  motion  before  us,  is 
obvious.    The  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  must  be  denied. 
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SUPREME  COUKT. 
Alfred  Buckhout  agt  Joseph  Hunt,  executor,  &c- 

An  exKnOor  (or  admiimskraAor)  stands  in  the  position  of  a  IrvM^  not  as  a  debtor, 
in  respect  to  the  creditors  of  the  estate.  And  like  all  trustees  where  the 
names  of  the  oe^/uia  pte  inut-  An  not  giyen  in  the  deed,  he  is  bound  to  exer- 
cise the  Qtmoet  care  and  drciunspei^on  beCbre  he  aocepts  a  claim  as  entitled  to 
payment  from  the  estate,  and  the  law  will  afford  him  all  reasonable  means  for 
80  doing.  He  cannot  be  coerced  to  pay  debts  short  of  a  year  from  the  time  of 
granting  the  letten^  because  the  yaoous  atatntoiy  provisions  made  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  estate,  cannot  be  executed  abort  of  that  timft. 

The  remedies  of  the  creditor,  in  the  meantime,  however,  are  not  absolutety  sus- 
pended :  he  may  prosecute  his  action,  but  he  must  do  so  at  his  own  costs  and 
et^Mose^  and  not  at  the  costs  and  expense  of  the  estate,  unless  he  can  show 
that  the  executor  baa  been  guil^  of  aome  laches  (» illegal  aot  in  regard  to  the 
adjustment  of  his  daim. 

To  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  charge  an  executor  (defendant)  with  the  costs  of  the  ac- 
tion, he  must  establish  to  the  satia&ction  of  the  courts  1st  That  the  demand 
was  unreasonably  neglected,  or  2d.  That  it  was  unreasonably  resisted,  or  3d. 
That  the  defendant  reftised  to  refer  die  matter  in  oontroTersy  to  three  disinter- 
ested persons,  pursuant  to  the  proyisions  of  (§  36)  the  Revised  Statutes. 

In  this  case  ?ieH  that  it  was  a  complete  answer,  (as  it  would  be  in  any  case,)  to 
any  suggestion  of  unreasonable  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  executor,  that  the  de- 
mand was  exhibited  to  him  Just  thirty-four  days  from  the  time  of  issuing  the 
letters^  and  Was  prosecuted  just  fifteen  days  after  its  presentation,  and  espe-  « 
ctaUy  as  the  first  item  was  rather  an  unusual  one  in  an  account  current,  and  not 
calculated  to  bespeak  the  confidence  of  the  executor,  and  assure  him  of  its  eur 
tiro  accuracy,  to  wit :  ' '  $5,000  for  peraooal  services  as  a  nurse." 

The  executor  being  prosecuted  with  indecent  haste,  and  before  he  had  time  to 
turn  round,  had  no  alternative  but  resistance ;  to  resist  to  the  utmost  was 
manifestly  his  duty,  and  a  suggestion  of  unreasonable  resistance  could  not  be 
supported,  although  the  reilMnees  in  their  report  of  the  trial  of  the  cause  certir 
fled  that  the  daim  was  unreasonably  resisted.  As  to  that  matter,  the  referees 
entered  into  a  province  which  had  not  been  assigned  to  them. 

Besides,  it  has  been  settled  by  a  series  of  decisions  in  this  court,  that  when  a 
daim  against  the  estate  is  materially  reduced  upon  the  trial,  (as  this  was,  over 
$2,000,)  the  resistance  offered  by  the  executor  is  not  unreasonable. 

B^ore  a  claim  can  be  r^erredf  and  before  there  is  any  cause  for  its  reference,  it 
must  have  been  disputed  or  r^ected,  and  until  the  latter  occurrence  the  daim 
is  not  in  a  condition  to  propose  a  reterenoe.  A  rejection  of  the  daim,  therefore, 
is  not  equivalent  to  a  refusal  to  refer.    They  are  different  and  independent  acta. 
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The  propoBitioii  to  refer  zniust  proceed  from  the  cUuznaat  after  his  /^ii'tn  hag  t^een 
r^ected ;  and  nnlesB  each  a  propositioQ  appean  affirmativeljr,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  oofltB  against  the  execator  personally,  or  against  the  estate. 

Orange  Special  Terrrij  November^  1868. 
Motion  by  plaintiff  for  costs  of  action  on  judgment  entered 
upon  report  of  referees,  and  for  an  extra  allowance. 


Fbancis  liASXJN^  fiyrOispUmitiff. 
Waksman  &  liLTn:sOtyfyrdrfendants. 

Bkowk,  Justipe.  The  defendant  is  ihe  executor  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  Augustus  Hunt,  who  died  on  the  30th 
of  January,  1857.  The  will  was  proved  and  letters  thereon 
granted  to  the  defendant  on  the  25th  day  of  February  there- 
after. On  the  81st  of  March  ensuing,  the  plaintiff  presented 
his  claim  to  the  executor  duly  verified,  and  demanded  pay* 
ment  The  affidavits  are  in  conflict  with  regard  to  what  oc- 
curred on  the  presentation  of  the  bill,  but  I  assume  for  the 
purposes  of  the  motion,  that  it  was  disputed  and  payment  re- 
fused. It  consisted  of  thirty-one  items^  the  first  of  which  was 
$5,000  for  personal  services  as  a  nurse,  rendeied  from  Novem- 
ber 1st,  1854,  to  January  80th,  1857,  giving  no  particulars. 
The  other  items  were  for  money  expended  on  the  testator's  ac- 
count, amounting  in  all  to  the  sum  of  $874.75.  On  the  15th 
of  April,  1857,  the  plaintiff  commenced  his  action  in  this  court 
by  the  service  of  a  summons  and  complaint,  claiming  to  re- 
cover $5,874.75  with  the  interest.  The  defendant  put  in  his 
answer  denying  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  and  the  ac- 
tion was  referred  upon  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
to  Thomas  McKissock,  Selah  Squires  and  Eobert  Cochrane, 
Esquires.  On  the  2d  of  December,  1857,  the  referees  made 
their  report,  in  which  they  find  $2,988  due  to  the  plaintiff  for 
the  first  item  in  the  bill,  and  $156.58  for  the  other  charges, 
thus  reducing  the  plaintiff's  claim  more  than  $2,000.  The 
referees  also  certify  in  their  report,  that  the  claim  was  duly 
presented,  and  that  it  was  unreasonably  resisted  by  the  defend- 
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ant  The  referees  afterwards  furnished  a  further  certdficate, 
in  which  they  say  they  were  occupied  fifteen  days  in  the  trial 
of  the  action,  that  it  was  difficult  and  extraordinary,  and  that 
in  their  opinion  a  further  allowance  of  6  per  cent  upon  the 
recovery  of  the  plaintiff,  would  be  reasonable  and  proper. 
Upon  the  report  of  the  referees,  the  plaintiff  entered  up  hid 
judgment,  without  any  order  or  direction  of  the  court  in  re- 
gard to  the  costs,  as  well  for  the  sums  found  due  to  him  as  for 
the  costs  of  the  action.  His  judgment  was  subsequently  set 
aside  as  irregular.  In  the  meantime  the  defendant  obtained 
an  order  for  a  more  specific  report  from  the  referees,  which 
they  have  accordingly  made,  charging  as  their  fees  for  making 
the  same,  the  further  sum  of  $80.  The  plaintiff  now  moves 
for  an  order  granting  him  the  costs  of  the  action,  and  for  an 
extra  allowance  under  section  SOS  of  the  Code,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant accept  the  supplemental  report  from  the  referees  and 
pay  them  their  charges  for  making  the  same. 

Three  months  from  the  time  of  granting  the  letters,  are 
given  by  the  statute  for  an  executor  or  administrator  to  pre- 
pare and  file  an  inventory  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased. And  after  the  lapse  of  six  months  from  the  time  of 
granting  the  letters,  he  may  give  public  notice  for  persons  hav- 
ing claims,  to  exhibit  the  same  to  him  with  the  vouchers,  at  or 
before  a  day  to  be  specified  in  the  notice,  which  shall  be  at 
least  six  months  from  the  day  of  the  first  publication  of  the 
notice.  The  claims  are  to  be  presented  not  for  inmiediate  but 
for  ultimate  payment,  if  the  assets  prove  sufficient,  and  if  in- 
sufficient, for  a  rateable  proportion  of  whatever  there  may  be. 
In  respect  to  the  creditors,  the  executor  does  not  maintain  the 
relation  of  debtor.  His  position  is  that  of  trustee  to  collect 
and  hold  the  estate,  and  afler  he  has  ascertained  who  are  the 
creditors,  legatees  and  next  of  kin,  to  apply  it  in  satisfaction 
of  their  claims,  in  the  order  prescribed  by  law.  Like  all  trus- 
tees where  the  names  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  are  not  given  in  the 
deed,  he  is  bound  to  exercise  the  utmost  care  and  circumspecv 
tion  before  he  accepts  a  claim  as  entitled  to  payment  from  the 
estate ;  and  the  law  will  afford  him  all  reasonable  means  for 
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BO  doing.  He  cannot  be  coerced  to  pay  debts  sbort  of  a  year 
£rom  the  time  of  granting  the  letters,  because  the  varioua  stat- 
utoiy  provisions  made  for  the  protection  of  the  estate,  cannot 
be  executed  short  of  that  time.  In  the  meantime  the  remedies 
of  the  creditor  are  not  absolutely  suspended.  He  may  prose- 
cute his  action,  but  he  must  do  so  at  his  own  cost  and  expense, 
and  not  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  the  estate,  unless  he  can 
show  that  the  executor  has  been' guilty  of  some  laches  or  ille- 
gal act  in  regard  to  the  adjustment  of  his  claim.  When  the 
claim  is  presented,  the  executor  may  require  that  it  shall  be 
verified  by  the  oath  of  the  creditor,  and  if  he  still  doubt  its 
justice,  he  may  enter  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with  the 
claimant  to  refer  the  matter  in  controversy  to  three  referees, 
to  be  approved  of  by  the  surrogate.  Section  41  of  the  act  in 
regard  to  the  duties  of  executors  and  administrators,  in  the 
payment  of  debts,  legacies,  &c.,  (2  JRev.  SUU.  80,  2d  ecL,)  pro- 
vides that  no  ''  costs  shall  be  recovered  in  any  suit  at  law 
against  any  executors  or  administrators,  to  be  levied  of  their 
property  or  of  the  property  of  the  deceased,  unless  it  appear 
that  the  demand  on  which  the  action  was  founded  was  pre- 
sented within  the  time  aforesaid,  and  that  its  payment  was  un- 
reasonably resisted  or  neglected,  or  that  the  defendant  refused 
to  refer  the  same,"  pursuant  to  the  provision  to  which  I  have 
referred.  "The  time  aforesaid,"  doubtless  means  the  six 
months  given  to  the  creditors  to  present  their  claims  in  pur- 
suance of  the  notice  to  be  published  under  section  34  of  the 
act.  When  the  claim  in  this  action  was  presented,  the  time 
had  not  arrived  when  the  executor  was  at  liberty  to  give  the 
requisite  notice,  and  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  insists  that 
there  has  been  no  presentation  of  the  claim  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  In  this  view  I  do  not  concur.  The  object  of 
the  notice  is  to  put  the  executor  in  possession  of  all  the  claims 
against  the  estate,  and  furnish  him  with  a  knowledge  of  their 
nature  and  amount,  and  to  protect  him  whenever  he  proceeds 
to  distribute  the  estate  among  the  creditors  who  have  pre- 
sented their  claims,  and  the  legatees  and  next  of  kin.  This  is 
evident  I  think  from  an  examination  of  the  provisions  of  seo 
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tions  84,  89,  40  and  42.  This  objeot  is  fully  attained  if  the 
claim  be  exhibited  to  and  left  with  the  executpr  at  any  time 
after  the  granting  of  the  letters,  and  before  he  proceeds  to  pay 
out  and  distribute  the  estate.  « 

To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  charge  the  defendant  with  thie  costs 
of  the  action,  he  must  establish  to  the  satisfiiction  of  the  court, 
1st  That  the  demand  was  unreasonably  neglected,  or  2d.  That 
it  was  unreasonably  resisted,  or  8d.  That  the  defendant  re- 
fused to  refer  the  matter  in  controversy  to  three  disinterested 
persons,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  86.  It  is  a  com* 
plete  answer  to  any  suggestion  of  unreasonable  neglect  to  say 
what  cannot  be  disputed,  that  the  demand  was  exhibited  to  the 
executor  just  thirty-four  days  fiom  the  time  of  issuing  the  let- 
ters, and  was  prosecuted  just  fifteen  days  after  its  presentation. 
The  presumption  is  that  the  defendant. was  a  stranger  to  the 
transactions  out  of  which  the  debt  arose,  and  had  no  other 
knowledge  of  them,  except  such  as  the  claim  itself  disclosed, 
and  such  as  he  could  collect  after  the  demand  was  made.  The 
first  item  was  not  calculated  to  bespeak  his  confidence  and  as- 
sure him  of  its  entire  accuracy.  A  single  charge  of  $5,000  due 
to  one  man  for  nursing  another,  is  rather  an  unusual*  item  in 
an  account  current  Until  there  was  time  for  inquiry  and  ex- 
amination into  the  circumstances  upon  which  a  charge  so  novel 
and  extraordinary  was  founded,  there  was  no  room  to  impute 
neglect 

The  suggestion  of  unreasonable  resLstance  is  equally  unsup- 
ported. Prosecuted  as  th^  executor  was  with  indecent  haste, 
and  before  he  had  time  to  turn  round,  he  had  no  alternative 
but  resistance.  To  resist  to  the  utmost,  was  manifestly  his 
duty.  The  referees,  it  is  true,  have  certified  in  their  report 
that  the  claim  was  unreasonably  resisted.  But  the  degree  of 
resistance  which  the  executor  might  reasonably  oppose  to  such 
a  claim  prosecuted  under  such  circumstances  was  not  one  of 
the  questions  committed  to  them  for  determination.  And  in 
certifying  such  a  &ct,  I  respectfully  submit  they  entered  a 
province  which  had  not  been  assigned  to  them.    {Carhart  agt 
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BlaisdeWs  eocecuiars^  18  Wend.  581 ;  Oansevoort  agt.  Ndson,  6 
HiU,  889 ;  Oomstock  agt  Olmsiead,  6  flbw;.  Pr.  Bep.  79.) 

Besides,  it  has  been  settled  by  a  series  of  decisions  in  this 
court,  that  when  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  debt* 
or  is  materially  reduced  upon  the  trial,  the  resistance  offered 
by  the  executor  is  not  unreasonable.  [Roberts  agt  Ditmars,  7 
Wend.  522 ;  Oarhari  agt.  BlatsdeWs  ExWs  ;  Oomstock  agt  Olnh 
stead,  supra  ;  Bullock  agt.  Bogardtzs,  1  Denio,  276.) 

In  the  present  action,  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  reduced 
more  than  $2,000.  So  that  upon  the  authorities  referred  to, 
the  resistance  was  entirely  reasonable  and  right,  and  such  as 
the  executor  could  not  for  any  cause  omit  to  offer.  In  regard 
to  the  refusal  to  refer,  the  affidavits  do  not  show  that  a  refer- 
ence of  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  at  any  time  the  subject  of 
conversation  or  negotiation  between  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, or  any  person  representing  them.  Indeed,  it  is  not  pre- 
tended that  the  plaintiff  ever  proposed  or  offered  to  refer  the 
claim  in  controversy.  He  relies  solely  upon  the  proposition 
that  a  rejection  of  the  claim  is  equivalent  to  a  refasal  to  refer. 
The  authority  for  this  construction  is  Fort  agt  Gooding,  (9 
Barb.  S.  0.  Bep.  888,)  where  Mr.  Justice  Willard  held  that 
an  unqualified  rejection  of  a  claim  unaccompanied  by  an  offer 
to  refer,  was  equivalent  to  a  refusal  to  refer.  This  construc- 
tion is  tmsupported  by  any  authority,  and  has  not  been  fol- 
lowed by  any  other  judge.  The  authorities  seem  to  be  all  the 
other  way.  {Swtji  agt.  Blair's  EocecuUyrSy  12  Wend.  278 ;  Haw- 
ley  agt  ShUlmarCs  JExeciUors,  22  Wend.  571 ;  Stephens  agt 
Clark,  12  How.  Pr.  R.  282  ;  Pr(yude  agt.  Whiion,  15  How.  Pr. 
R.  804,)  which  last  case  was  affirmed  upon  appeal  to  the  gen- 
eral term.  The  rejection  of  the  claim  and  a  refusal  to  refer 
are  different  acts  entirely  independent,  and  the  one  cannot  by 
any  logical  construction  be  deemed  the  equivalent  of  the  other. 
Before  a  claim  can  be  referred,  and  before  there  is  any  cause 
for  its  reference,  it  must  have  been  disputed  or  rejected,  and 
until  this  latter  occurrence  the  claimant  is  not  in  a  condition 
to  propose  a  reference.  To  say  that  a  rejection  of  the  claim  is 
also  to  be  deemed  a  refusal  to  refer,  w»  to  say  what  the  executor 
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may  not  by  any  means  intend,  and  to  involye  the  estate  in  tlie 
expenses  of  a  litigation,  which  he  may  have  every  disposition 
to  avoid.  A  refusal  to  do  an  act,  implies  that  there  has  been 
a  previous  request^  and  a  refusal  to  refer  a  rejected  claim  to 
three  disiDterested  persons,  implies  a  previous  requestor  oflfer 
to  refer  by  the  claimant.  The  proposition  to  refer  must  pro- 
ceed from  the  claimant  after  his  claim  has  been  rejected.  The 
statute  admits  of  no  other  construction.  To  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff, therefore^  to  an  order  charging  the  costs  in  this  action  to 
the  defendant  personally,  or  to  the  estate  which  he  represents, 
it  must  appear  affirmatively  that  he  made  a  proposition  or  of- 
fer to  the  defendant  to  refer  the  subject  in  controversy  to  three 
disinterested  persons,  to  be  approved  by  the  surrogate,  and 
that  such  proposition  or  offer  was  revised.  The  papers,  in  my 
judgment,  show  nothing  of  the  kind. 

The  stipulation  that  the  referees  shall  each  receive  $10  per 
day  as  a  compensation  for  their  services,  relates  exclu- 
sively to  the  measure  of  their  compensation,  and  does  not  affect 
the  executors'  liability.  The  second  and  third  branches  of 
the  plaintiff's  motion  must  fidl  with  the  first,  because  the 
costs  signify  all  the  plaintiff's  taxable  fees  and  disbursements, 
and  unless  the  defendant  is  liable  for  all,  he  is  not  liable  for 
apart 

The  plaintiff's  motion  is  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  of 
opposing  the  iipLOtion. 


SUPKEME  COXJET. 

Schadle  agt  Chass. 


Altfaoogh  a  penon  cannot  be  airresied  more  than  onoe  hj  prooeeB  oat  of  different 
oourts  in  the  same  state,  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  the  role  does  not  appfy 
-when  the  first  process  is  absolutely  void  bj  reason  of  want  of  aothoiitj  on  the 
part  of  the  court  or  officer  who  issued  it 
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Neither  the  merine  ooart  of  the  dty  of  New-Yoik,  nor  any  of  its  jadgee,  poaseai 
aoj  power  to  iasae  an  order  of  arrest  under  section  179  of  the  Code. 

Where  the  defendant  received  as  agent  or  attorney  of  the  plaintifl^  a  specific  sum 
of  money  for  the  spedflc  purpose  of  paying  it  over  to  a  certain  insurance  com- 
pany, for  interest  and  insoranoe  due  to  them  by  the  plamtifi;  and  while  the 
money  was  in  the  defendant's  hands,  the  plainti£f  demanded  it  back,  and  the 
defendant  refosed  to  pay  it  back,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  in 
consideration  of  the  performance  of  certain  conditions  by  a  third  person,  which 
was  then  in  progress,  the  defendant  might  pay  a  portion  of  the  money  to  such 
third  person,  and  that  by  paying  the  money  back  to  Che  plaintiff  it  would  be 
violating  such  agreement,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  procured  an  order  of  ar- 
rest for  the  defendant ; 

Beld^  that  although  the  defendant  might  not  have  acted  in  bad  faith,  or  was  guilty 
intentionally  of  any  breach  of  trust,  yet  he  was  legally  bound  to  refund  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff  when  he  demanded  it;  he  was  merely  the  agent  of  the 
pkitttifli;  who  had  a  right  to  dispenBe  with  such  agency  at  any  time.  Motion 
to  discbarge  arrest  denied. 

New  -  York  Special  Term^  October^  1858. 
Motion  to  vacate  order  of  arrest.    The  &ctB  will  sufficiently 
appear  in  the  opinion. 

Clsrke,  Justice.  A  person  cannot  undoubtedly  be  ar- 
rested more  than  once  by  process  out  of  different  courts  in 
the  same  state,  for  the  same  cause  of  action ;  but  this  maxim 
does  not  apply  where  the  first  process  is  absolutely  void  by 
reason  of  want  of  authority  on  the  part  of  the  court  or  officer 
who  issued  it.  The  marine  court,  in  the  case  under  considera* 
tion,  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  but 
neither  the  court  nor  any  of  its  judges,  possess  any  power  to 
issue  an  order  of  arrest  under  section  179  of  the  Code ;  and  it 
was  under  the  second  subdivision  of  that  section,  that  the  judge 
of  the  marine  court  issued  the  order,  by  virtue  of  which  the 
defendant  was  first  arrested.  On  reference  to  section  eight  of 
the  Code,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  last  eleven  titles  of  the  sec- 
ond part  of  the  Code  apply  exclasively  to  actions  in  the  su- 
preme court,  and  other  courts  expressly  enumerated ;  among 
which  the  marine  court  is  not  mentioned.  The  order  was, 
therefore,  null  and  void,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  on  dis- 
continuing his  action  in  the  marine  court  to  institute  one  herep 
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and  to  obtain  a  new  order  of  arrest  fix)in  a  judge  of  this  oonrk 
The  only  question  therefore  is,  do  the  &cts  and  circumstanoeB 
of  the  case,  entitle  him  to  the  order  ?  It  is  admitted  bj  the 
defendant  that  he  received  as  agent  or  attorney  of  the  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  $274.60,  for  the  specific  purpose  of  paying  it  to  the 
Mutual  Insurance  Company  for  interest  and  insurance,  due  to 
them  by  the  plaintiff  This  was  the  precise  amount  due  by 
him  to  the  company.  But  the  defendant  allies  that  after  he 
received  this  amount,  the  plaintiff  agreed  if  Mr.  Sandford,  his 
attorney  in  an  action  pending  in  the  supreme  court,  would  pro- 
cure an  order  in  that  court,  allowing  the  application  of  certain 
moneys  deposited  therein,  to  the  payment  of  the  claim  of  the 
Mutual  Insurance  Company,  that  the  plaintiff  would  allow  to 
Mr.  Sandford  the  amount  of  his  bill  out  of  the  money  in  the 
defendant's  hands.  Afterwards,  however,  and  while  Mr.  Sand* 
ford  wa&  taking  the  necessary  steps  to  procure  the  order  in  the 
supreme  court,  the  plaintiff  called  upon  the  defendant  and  de* 
manded  that  he  should  refund  the  money  which  he  had  de* 
posited  with  him  to  pay  the  insurance  company.  This  the 
defendant  refused,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  made 
the  agreement  with  Mr.  Sandford,  and  in 'consequence  of  this 
refusal,  he  has  been  arrested  in  this  action. 

Although  I  do  not  believe  the  defendant  acted  in  bad  fiuth, 
or  was  guilty  intentionally  of  any  breach  of  trust,  yet  I  think 
he  was  legally  bound  to  refund  the  money  to  the  plaintiff 
whenever  he  demanded  it.  The  defendant  was  not  a  stake- 
holder, he  was  under  no  legal  liability^  to  retain  the  money, 
either  for  Mr.  Sandford  or  the  insurance  company ;  be  was 
merely  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  who  had  a  perfect  right  to 
reclaim  his  money  at  any  time  before  it  was  actually  paid  over 
to  either  of  them.  He  had  a  right  to  dispense  with  the  agency 
and  services  of  the  defendant  in  the  premises  at  any  time ;  and 
if  he  neglected  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  insurance  company, 
or  violate  his  agreement  with  Mr.  Sandford,  he  alone  and  not 
the  defendant,  was  amenable  to  them.  The  defendant  was 
only  the  custodian  of  the  ftmd,  he  was  in  no  respect  a  party  to 
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the  agreement  with  Mr.  Sandford,  and  certainly  had  not  in- 
curred any  legal  obligation  to  the  insurance  company. 

It  appears  that  the  receipt  which  the  defendant  first  drew 
on  receiving  the  money  from  the  plaintiff  specified  the  pur- 
pose to  which  it  should  be  applied,  with  the  words,  "  sub/ect 
only  to  his  fees  and  disbursemeJiis"  The  plaintiff  positively 
swears  that  these  words  were  erased  on  his  objecting  to  them, 
before  the  receipt  was  delivered  to  him ;  while  the  defendant 
as  positively  swears  that  they  were  retained,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff must  have  erased  them  afterwards.  However  this  may  be, 
it  is  quite  dear  that  the  money  consisted  of  the  precise  sum 
due  to  the  insurance  company,  and  that  it  was  deposited  with 
the  defendant  for  that  purpose  alone.  The  designated  words 
therefore,  seem  to  be  quite  at  variance  with  the  purpose  for 
which  the  money  was  intrusted  to  the  defendant  At  the  time 
the  plaintiff  demanded  the  restoration  of  the  money,  the  de- 
fendant  did  not  place  his  refusal  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
any  lien  upon  it ;  but  purely  on  the  ground  that  he  would  be 
acting  ''  wrongly  to  Mr.  Sandford  and  to  the  insurance  com* 
pany/'  by  surrendering  it 

The  defendant,  consequently,  under  no  aspect  of  the  case 
was  legally  justified  in  withholding  the  money,  and  as  he 
received  it  as  an  agent,  he  has  made  himself  liable  to  arrest  un* 
der  the  second  division  of  section  179  of  the  Code,  for  not  re- 
storing it  to  his  principal,  when  he  demanded  it 

The  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  arr^t,  must  be  denied, 
but  as  I  do  not  think  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  bad  &ith,  I 
will  not  allow  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Jahes  H.  Gregory  agt.  Cyrus  N.  Campbell  and  others. 

On  an  order  of  r^tirtnct  in  a  mortgage  foredosare  case,  the  first  duty  of  the  ref- 
eree under  the  statute,  aside  firom  computing  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage, 
is  to  ascertain  whether  the  mortgaged  premises  are  so  situated  that  they  can 
be  sold  in  parcels  without  injury  to  the  interests  of  the  parties.  So  &r  as  the 
duty  of  the  referee  is  concerned  under  this  branch  of  the  order  of  reference^  the 
inquiry  is  simply  how  can  the  mortgaged  premisee  be  sold  so  as  to  realize  there- 
from the  greatest  amount  of  money  ? 

A  sale  of  the  whole  premises  in  one  parcel  can  only  be  mosl  hen^flciai  to  thepariieaj 
when  the  mortgagee  will  receive  and  the  mortgagor  pay  from  the  sale  thereof 
the  largest  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  leave  the  largest  surplus  after 
payment  of  the  whole  debt.  The  benefit  mentioned  and  intended  by  the  stat- 
Hte  is  a  benefit  common  io  both  parties. 

The  report  of  the  referee  in  such  cases  is  but  part  of  the  evidence  before  the  court 
and  upon  which  it  is  called  upon  to  dedde  whether  it  will  or  will  not  be  most 
beneficial  to  the  parties  to  decree  a  sale  of  the  whole  premises  in  one  parcel  in 
the  first  instance.  The  court  will  look  to  the  pleadings,  and  will  receive  other 
evidence  in  its  discretion,  and  will  consider  any  stipulations,  offers  and  admis- 
tions  of  the  parties  or  of  other  persons  presented  to  it  on  the  hearing. 

Where  it  appeared  to  the  court  that  the  mortgaged  premises  consisted  of  about 
160  acres  of  land  mostly  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Rochester,  and  was  laid 
out  for  the  most  part  into  city  lots,  intersected  by  streets^  and  upon  the  map 
consisted  of  a  variety  of  distinct  blocks  of  ground,  and  that  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage, (which  were  given  to  secure  purchase  money,)  were  given  to  secure  the 
sum  of  $35,920,  of  which  only  the  sum  of  $2,592.08  was  due  and  payable,  the 
residue  being  payable  in  instabnents  runnmg  through  a  period  of  about  four- 
teen years.  And  the  evidence  before  the  referee  and  otherwise,  being  quite 
conduaive  that  eligible  sales  for  cash  m  hand  of  said  lands  in  parcels  large  or 
small,  could  not  then  be  made  at  a  forced  sala  And  the  fiict  that  the  plaintiff 
then  tendered  a  stipulation  to  bid  on  the  sale  in  one  parcel  the  whole  amount 
of  principal  and  interest  due^  and  to  become  due  on  the  bond  and  mortgage 
with  costs,  so  as  to  leave  no  deficiency  for  which  the  defendants  would  be  re- 
sponsible. 

ffeU  that  the  case  came  within  the  statute,  and  within  the  case  in  1  Patge^  450, 
making  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  decree  a  sale  of  the  whole  premises  in  one 
parcel,  as  most  beneficial  to  the  parties. 

Monroe  Special  Term^  Julj/j  1858. 

Foreclosure. 

The  issues  of  feet  presented  by  the  pleadings  had  been  tried 
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at  a  previous  term,  before  Justice  Johnson,  and  found  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  an  interlocutory  decree  made  by  bim  re- 
ferring it  to  a  referee  to  compute  the  amount  due  upon  the 
bond  and  mortgage,  and  ascertain  the  situation  oj?  the  mort- 
gaged premises  in  the  usual  manner  of  such  orders. 

The  referee  had  made  his  report  to  which  the  defendant's 
counsel  had  ^uly  excepted.  The  cause  was  put  upon  the  cal- 
endar for  the  special  term  and  duly  noticed  for  hearing.  When 
reached  in  its  order  on  the  calendar,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a 
decree  on  the  referee's  report^  and  would  stipulate  to  bid  the 
amount  reported  due  by  the  referee  in  case  the  premises  were 
sold  in  one  parcel.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  presented 
several  offers  from  different  persons  to  bid  on  distinct  parcels 
of  the  land,  provided  the  premises  were  sold  in  parcels,  and 
also  brought  on  the  exceptions  to  the  referee's  report  for  argu- 
ment And  the  same  having  been  duly  argued  at  a  subse- 
quent day  in  the  term,  such  exceptions  were  overruled  and  a 
decree  ordered  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  points  presented  by  the  exceptions  and  upon  the  proofe 
taken  by  the  referee,  will  suflSciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

M.  S.  'Sewton,  for  plaintiff. 
S.  Mathews^  for  defendania. 

E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.  Under  orders  of  reference  in 
cases  Itke  this,  aside  from  computing  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage,  the  first  duty  of  the  referee  is  to  ascertain  whether 
the  mortgaged  premises  are  so  situated  that  they  can  be  sold 
in  parcels,  widiout  injury  to  the  interests  of  the  parties,  {Sbc 
164  of  article  6,  chap.  1,  part  Sofihe  Bevised  Statutes.) 

This  provision  of  the  statute  relates  entirely  to  the  material 
condition  of  the  mortgaged  property.  If  the  referee  finds  that 
the  property  cannot  be  sold  in  parcels,  as  he  would  be  bound 
to  do,  in  cases  where  it  is  indivisible  for  use  or  enjoyment,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  mill,  a  store,  a  dwelling-house  or  a  farm,  or 
single  piece  of  property,  whose  value  consisted  in  keeping  it 
together  in  its  unity  or  entirety,  such  finding  will  practically 
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end  his  duties  under  the  order.  And  so  it  will  be  if  he  finds 
that  the  mortgaged  premises  consists  of  distinct  parcels  of  land, 
whose  relative  value  is  entirely  independent  of  each  other.  In 
such  cases  he  will  so  report,  and  the  land  must  be  sold  accord- 
ingly. 

But  if  he  finds  that  the  mortgaged  premises  consist  of  a  large 
tract  of  land,  he  will  then  inquire  whether  such  tract  can  be 
subdivided  and  sold  in  distinct  parcels  without  impairing  its 
a^regate  value,  and  if  so  in  what  parcels,  or  whether  the 
premises  are  so  situated  that  the  sale  of  the  whole  in  one  par- 
cel will  be  most  beneficial  to  the  parties.  So  far  as  the  duty 
of  the  referee  is  concerned,  under  this  branch  of  the  order  of 
reference,  the  inquiry  is  simply  how  can  the  mortgaged  prem« 
ises  be  sold  so  as  to  realize  thereJfrom  the  greatest  amount  of 
money  ?  The  statute,  {Sec.  165  of  (he  act  aforesaid^)  can  have 
no  other  meaning.  A  sale  of  the  whole  premises  in  one  par- 
cel can  only  be  most  beneficial  to  the  parties j  when  the  mortga- 
gee will  receive,  and  the  mortgagor  pay  from  the  sale  thereof 
the  largest  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  leave  the  largest 
surplus  afker  payment  of  the  whole  debt.  The  benefit  men- 
tioned and  intended  by  the  statute,  is  a  benefit  common  to  both 
parties  in  this  single  respect  Nothing  is  referred  to  a  referee 
under  these  orders  of  reference  except  the  questions  relating 
exclusively  to  the  material  situation  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises, and  how  the  same  can  be  most  advantageously  sold,  hav 
ing  reference  to  its  condition,  the  demand  for  such  property, 
and  its  relative  value  and  saleableness  in  the  market  in  the 
locality  where  it  is  situated.  The  report  of  the  referee  is  but 
part  of  the  evidence  before  the  court,  and  upon  which  it  is 
called  upon  to  decide  whether  it  will  or  will  not  be  most  bene- 
ficial to  the  parties  to  decree  a  sale  of  the  whole  premises 
in  one  parcel  in  the  first  instance.  The  court  will  look  to 
the  pleadings,  and  will  receive  other  evidence  in  its  discre- 
tion, and  will  consider  any  stipulations  ofifered,  and  admissions 
of  the  parties,  or  of  other  persons  presented  to  it  on  thci 
hearing. 

The  referee  in  this  case  finds  that  the  mortgaged  premises 
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might  be  sold  in  parcels  withotit  injury  to  the  value  of  the 
land,  and  is  of  the  opinion  that  they  should  be  sold  togetheiy 
for  the  reasons  stated.  The  reasons  stated  io  not  strictly  ap- 
ply to  the  questions  pending  before  the  referee,  that  is  to  say, 
how  the  land  can  be  sold  to  produce  the  most  money,  whether 
Sn  parcels  or  as  a  whole  ?  From  the  report  of  the  referee^  and 
the  evidence  received  by  him,  it  appears  that  the  mortgaged 
premises  eonsist  of  about  15&  acres  of  land,  mostly  within  the 
limits  of  the  city  of  Rochester.  They  are  laid  out  for  the  most 
part  into  c^ty  lots,  intersected  by  streets,  and  upon  the  map 
exhibited,  consist  of  a  variety  of  distinct  blocks  of  ground. 
The  land  was  sold  to  the  defendant^  it  appears,  originally 
IS  ofie  parcel,  but  it  had  then  been  partly  plotted  into  city 
lolB. 

If  the  amount  secured  by  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  tins 
aase  was  all  due^  I  cannot  think  that  any  court  would  be  war- 
ranted in  decreeing  a  sale  of  the  whole  premises  in  one  parcel 
iinder  the  proo&  before  the  referee. 

But  it  appears  that  there  is  secured  by  this  mortgage,  and 
remaining  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff  thereon,  the  sum  of  $35,920, 
of  which  only  the  sum  of  $2,592.08  is  now  due  and  payable. 
The  residue  being  payable  in  instalments,  running  through  a 
period  of  about  fourteen  years  &om  its  date.  The  property 
was  obviously  purehased  and  sold  with  the  view  to  the  resale 
of  the  same  by  the  defendants  in  small  parcels  for  city  lots,  for 
the  plaintiff  bound  himself  to  receive  in  payment  bonds  and 
mortgages  upon  small  parcels  of  said  land,  not  to  be  for  a 
Bmaller  sum  than  $200  each,  nor  having  over  fourteen  years 
to  run,  and  to  execute  releases  of  the  property  sold. 

From  this  source,  it  was  doubtless  expected  that  the  mort- 
gage debt  was  to  be  paid.  In  view  of  these  facts,  it  is  impo» 
sible  to  say  that  these  lands  cannot  be  sold  in  pareels  so  far  as 
relates  to  the  situation  and  use  of  the  property.  The  difficulty, 
if  any,  lies  in  the  want  of  demand  for  the  land  in  such  parcels, 
or  a  demand  to  such  an  extent  as  will  make  it  the  dut>'  of  the 
court  to  require  the  same  to  be  so  sold.  All  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  is  to  receive  his  pay  upon  the  mortgage  in  cash,  as  the 
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paymentB  &11  due.  If  parcels  of  this  land  can  be  sold  for  cash 
sufficient  to- pay  the  amount  novr  due  to  the  plaintiff,  without 
impairing  his  security  for  the  balance  of  his  debt,  or  the  rela- 
tive value  of  the  residue  of  the  land,  it  ought  to  be  so  sold,  and 
the  court  cannot  hold  that  it  will  be  most  beneficial  for  the 
parties  to  sell  the  wh<rfe  land  in  one  parcel.  And  this  it  strikes 
me,  was  the  chief  matter  for  inquiry  before  the  referee,  since 
if  the  premises  are  sold  in  parcels,  no  more  can  be  sold  now 
than  will  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount  now  due,  while  if  the 
same  are  sold  in  one  parcel  the  whole  debt  must  be  at  once 
paid.  No  proof  seems  to  have  been  given  before  the  referee, 
that  specific  parcels  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  or  any  particu- 
lar number  of  parcels,  could  now  be  sold  for  cash,  sufficient  to 
raise  the  amount  now  due  to  the  plaintiffi  If  such  proof  had 
been  offered,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  referee  to 
have  inquired  and  reported  whether  the  sale  of  such  parcels 
could  be  made  without  prejudice  to  the  relative  values  of  the 
residue  of  the  property,  or  to  the  security  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  residue  of  his  debt  If  it  had  appeared  that  such  parcels 
might  be  so  sold,  but  that  it  would  take  the  choicest  selections 
or  portions  of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  raise  the  amount  of 
money  now  due  to  the  plaintiff,  then  it  would  not  be  beneficial 
to  the  parties  to  order  such  sale,  as  it  would  obviously  jeopar- 
dize the  ultimate  payment  of  the  whole  debt,  as  the  referee 
finds  that  the  defendants  are  insolvent,  and  that  the  whole 
mortgage  property  is  now  an  inadequate  security  for  the  whole 
debt,  and  that  the  land  cannot  now  be  sold  in  parcels  or  as  a 
whole,  without  a  great  sacrifice  upon  its  nominal  value.  The 
fact  that  the  defendants  have  had  the  right  for  about  two  years 
to  sell  the  land  in  parcels,  and  on  long  credit  and  apply  the 
proceeds,  if  in  the  shape  of  bonds  and  mortgages,  to  the  amount 
of  $200,  in  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  and  have  made 
no  sales  and  have  suffered  the  mortgage  to  be  foreclosed  for 
an  instalment  of  $2,500,  would  seem  to  furnish  quite  conclu- 
sive evidence  that  eligible  sales  for  cash  in  hand  of  said  lands 
in  parcels  large  or  small,  cannot  now  be  made  at  a  forced  sale. 
These  facts,  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  now 
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tenders  a  stipulation  to  bid  on  the  sale  of  the  said  premises  in 
one  parcel,  the  whole  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  and 
to  become  due  on  said  bond  and  mortgage,  with  costs  so  as  to 
leave  no  deficiency  for  which  the  defendants  will  be  re^K)n8L- 
ble,  seems  to  me  to  bring  the  case  within  the  statutCi  and 
within  the  case  in  1  Poige^  450,  making  it  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  decree  a  sale  of  the  whole  premises  in  one  parcel,  as 
most  beneficial  to  the  parties. 

The  defendants  present,  it  is  true,  some  oflfers  to  purchase 
particular  parcels,  but  these  should  have  been  made  to  the  ref- 
eree, so  that  he  might  have  inquired  whether  the  persons  mak- 
ing such  offers  were  responsible  persons,  and  whether  the  land 
proposed  to  be  purchased  by  them,  could  properly  be  sepa- 
rated and  sold  within  the  principles  above  stated ;  which  I 
think  so  improbable  that  I  do  not  think  it  expedient  to  send 
down  the  case  to  the  referee  for  further  examination. 

The  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  referee  must,  therefore^ 
be  -disallowed,  and  the  said  report  confirmed,  and  a  decree  for 
the  sale  of  the  whole  premises  in  one  parcel  be  made  accord^ 
ingly- 

Decree  accordingly. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 
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In  order  to  ascertain  and  determine  whether  a  defence  is  a  i^emwrrer  or  an  on- 

8wer^  it  is  only  necessary  to  ascertain  whether  it  requires  that  any  facts  should 

be  proved  or  not 
A  defect  in  a  complaint  may  arise  from  having  too  many  or  too  few  parUea  ; 

and  either  defect  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  is  the  subject  of  de< 

murrer. 
Where  the  defendants  in  a  portion  of  their  answer  took  the  objection  of  a  want 

of  parties  in  the  complaintp  hdd  that  it  must  be  considered  as  a  demurrer,  and 

as  they  could  not  answer  and  demur  to  the  same  count  in  the  oomplainti  thej 

must  elect  which  they  would  abide  by. 
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New 'York  Special  Term,  October,  1858, 
Motion  to  compel  defendants  to  elect  whether  they  will 
rely  upon  their  answer  or  demurrer. 

Clerks,  Jnatice.  To  determine  whether  a  defence  is  a  de- 
murrer or  an  answer,  it  is  only  necessary  to  ascertain  whether 
it  requires  that  any  fkcts  shoidd  be  proved  or  not  If  it  can  be 
gathered  jfrom  the  &ce  of  the  complaint  that  the  &cts  set  up  in 
the  defence  are  not  controverted,  then  of  course,  there  are  no 
fects  to  be  proved ;  and  nothing  is  left  for  the  court  but  to  de- 
cide the  legal  principles  deducible  from  the  uncontroverted 
&cts.  In  order  to  ascertain  from  the  &ce  of  the  complaint, 
whether  the  &cts  set  up  in  the  defence  are  the  subject  of  dis- 
pute or  not,  it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  be  affirmatively 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  this  may  be  ascertained  firom  the  ab- 
sence of  the  alleged  essential  materials  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  maintain  his  action,  as  well  as  from  express  categorical  state- 
ments. A  defect  evidently,  in  short,  in  a  complaint,  may  arise 
from  having  too  many  or  too  few  parties ;  and  this  defect  firom 
either  cause,  is  according  to  the  Code,  one  of  the  enumerated 
grounds  of  demurrer. 

The  objections  taken  by  the  defendants  in  the  latter  part  of 
their  defence,  are  of  this  character ;  the  defect  appears  on  the 
fece  of  the  complaint,  the  want  of  parties  is  the  ground  of  the 
objection,  this  absence  of  parties  whom  the  defendants  main- 
tain to  be  essential,  is  uncontroverted ;  there  are  no  facts  to  be 
proved. 

This  portion  of  the  defence  is,  therefore,  a  demurrer ;  and 
as  a  defendant  cannot  answer  and  demur  to  the  same  count  of 
a  complaint,  the  defendants  in  this  action  must  elect  whether 
they  will  abide  by  their  answer  or  by  the  demurrer. 

Motion  granted,  with  $10  costs. 
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SUPREME  OOUBT. 

Samuel  Dbuby,  Respondent  agt.  William  H.  Clark  and 
Wife,  impleaded,  &a,  Appellant 

In  a  mortgofie  fonciomtn  oase^  the  general  allegation  in  tiie  complaint  that  tlw 
defendants  (thoee  designAted)  hare  or  daim  some  interest  in,  or  Uen  apon  tfao 
mortgaged  premiaee,  which,  if  anj,  is  subeequent  to  the  plaintiff's  mortgage^  is 
a  sufficient  statement  of  a  cause  of  action  against  such  defendants. 

That  is,  the  plaintiff  is  not  compelled  to  state  a  variety  of  issues  to  different  de- 
fendants ;  issues  in  which  he  has  no  interest,  and  to  await  their  determination 
among  the  defendants  whom  he  is  bonnd  to  make  parties.  Soch  defendants 
are  onlj  interested  in  the  eventual  surplus,  if  any,  and  their  respective  intra- 
ests  are  material  only  among  themselves,  and  not  to  the  plaintifil 

Where  the  equity  of  redemption  is  stated  in  the  complaint  to  have  been  conveyed 
by  the  mortgagor  to  one  of  the  defendants  who  is  made  a  party,  as  claiming 
some  interest  subsequent  to  the  mortgage,  who  assumed  and  covenanted  to  pay 
the  mortgage  as  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance  which  he  received; 
the  mortgaged  premises  are,  therefore,  the  primary  ftmd  for  the  payment  of  the 
debt,  and  after  them  the  defendant  thus  covenanting,  is  next  liable ;  and  his 
grantor  stands  in  the  position  of  surety  as  to  such  defendant 

Therefore,  where  l^e  mortgagee  asks  a  personal  judgment  only  against  such  de- 
fendant, as  the  owner  of  the  equity  <^  redemption,  it  is  not  neoessary  that  the 
mortgagor  be  made  a  party  to  the  foreclosure.  It  is  only  when  the  party, 
against  whom  the  mortgagee  asks  a  personal  judgment  for  any  deficiency,  is  a 
mere  surety  of  the  mortgagor  that  it  can  be  insisted  that  the  latter  should  be 
made  a  party,  and  the  plaintiff's  remedy  exhausted  against  him  for  any  defi* 
ciency  in  the  lands,  before  resorting  to  his  surety. ' 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  grantee  of  mortgaged  premises,  who  has  assumed  tha 
payment  of  the  mortgage,  is  a  proper  party  to  a  foreclosure,  and  can  be  made 
liable  on  such  a  covenant 

Kings  General  Term,  October,  1857. 

S.  B.  Strong,  Birdseyb  and  Emott,  Justices. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  showed  by  its  allegations  that 
Daniel  Richards,  for  the  purpose  of  secnring  the  pajment  to 
Edward  Belknap,  of  the  sum  of  $4,755,  with  interest  thereon, 
on  or  about  the  first  day  of  March,  1850,  executed  and  deliv- 
ered to  said  Belknap,  a  bond  bearing  date  on  that  day,  in  the 
penalty  of  $9,610,  on  condition  that  the  same  should  be  void 
if  the  said  Daniel  Richards  should  pay  to  the  said  Edward  Bel- 
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knap,  his  ezecutoTs,  &c.,  or  assigiis,  the  said  smn  first  above 
mentioned,  on  the  first  day  of  March,  1861,  with  aemi-annnal 
interest ;  and  as  collateral  security  for  such  payment,  the  said 
Daniel  Bichards  on  the  same  day  of  the  date  of  said  bond,  exe« 
cuted,  acknowledged  and  delivered  to  the  said  Edward  Bel- 
knap, a  mortgage  on  forty  lots  of  land,  in  the  sixth  ward  of 
the  city  of  Brooklyn,  with  the  same  condition  as  the  bond, 
with  the  power  to  sell  the  premises  in  due  form  of  law,  in  case 
of  the  non-payment  of  said  sum  of  money,  according  to  the 
condition  of  said  bond  and  mortgage,  which  mortgage  was  duly 
recorded. 

By  an  assignment  bearing  date  March  16th,  1860,  the  said 
Edward  Belknap  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  assign,  transfer  and 
set  over  unto  Washington  Hunt,  Esq,,  comptroller  of  the  state 
of  New- York,  all  hi^  right,  title  and  interest,  of  in  and  to  the 
said' mortgage  and  bond  therein  described,  and  the  money  due 
and  to  grow  due  thereon,  with  interest ;  which  assignment  was 
duly  recorded  on  the  said  16th  day  of  March,  1860,  which  was 
done  for  the  purpose  of  banking,  as  set  forth  in  the  statutes. 
'  And  by  an  assignment  bearing  date  October  17th,  1853, 
Daniel  B.  St.  John,  the  superintendent  of  the  banking  depart- 
ment of  the  state  of  New- York,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  enti* 
tied  "  An  act  to  authorize  the  business  of  banking,"  passed 
April  18th,  1888,  and  the  several  acts  amendatory  thereof,  did 
grant,  transfer  and  assign  unto  the  plaintiff*,  Samuel  Drury,  all 
and  singular  the  said  bond  and  the  moneys  thereupon  due  or  to 
become  due  and  owing,  together  with  said  mortgage  and  mort- 
gaged premises  given  and  granted,  for  the  security  thereof 
And  the  plaintiff  averred  that  he  has  ever  since  been  and  now 
is  the  owner  and  holder  of  the  said  bond  and  mortgage.  And 
it  was  also  averred,  that  the  said  Daniel  Bichards  had  failed 
to  comply  with  the  condition  of  the  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
by  omitting  to  pay  said  sum  of  $4,756,  and  that  there  was 
justly  due  the  plaintiff  thereon  said  last-mentioned  sum,  with 
interest  from  May  Ist^  1856.  That  no  proceedings  had  been 
had  at  law  or  otherwise,  to  his  knowledge  or  belief,  for  the  re- 
eovery  of  said  sum  of  money  so  secured,  or  any  part  thereof. 
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"  And  the  plaintiff  further  shows  that  he  is  informed  and  be- 
lieves, that  Wm,  H.  Clark,  Elizabeth  S.  Clark,  the  Intema- 
tioDal  Insurance  Company  of  the  city  of  New- York,  Henry  J. 
Scudder,  receiver  of  the  International  Insurance  Company  of 
the  city  of  New-York,  and  John  A.  Machado,  have  or  claim 
to  have  some  interest  in  or  lien  upon  the  said  mortgaged  prem- 
ises or  some  part  thereof  which  interest  or  lien,  if  any,  has  ac- 
crued subsequently  to  the  lien  of  the  said  mortgage,  and  that 
the  said  Daniel  Bichards  by  deed,  on  the  eleventh  day  of  Julj^, 
1855,  duly  conveyed  the  said  prejaises  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration to  the  said  defendant  Wm,  H.  Clark,  Avho  covenanted 
and  agreed  therein  to  assume  and  pay  the  said  bond  an'd  mort- 
gage, as  part  consideration  of  the  purchase  money,  and  ac- 
cepted the  said  deed." 

The  plaintiff  therefore  demanded  that  the  defendants  and 
all  persons  claiming  under  them,  subsequent  to  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  might  be  barred  and  foreclosed  of  all  right, 
claim,  lien  and  equity  of  redemption  in  the  said  mortgaged 
premises ;  that  the  said  premises  might  be  decreed  to  be  sold 
according  to  law,  &c. ;  and  that  the  defendant  William  H, 
Clark,  might  be  adjudged  to  pay  any  deficiency,  &c.,  and  for 
such  other  and  further  relief,  &c. 

"  The  defendants  William  H.  Clark  and  Elizabeth  S.,  his  wife, 
demur  to  the  amended  complaint  in  this  action,  and  state  the 
following  grounds  of  objection  to  the  said  complaint,  that  is 
to  say : 

"  First  There  is  a  defect  of  parties  defendants,  viz :  Daniel 
Bichards,  the  maker  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  set  forth  in  said 
complaint,  and  the  person  primarily  liable  for  the  debt  secured  by 
the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  is  not  made  a  party  to  this  suit. 

*'  Second.  That  the  said  complaint  does  not  state  &cts  suffi* 
cient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  these  defendants  or 
either  of  them  in  this,  to  wit : 

''  1.  The  complaint  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  haa 
any  legal  title  to  the  bond  and  mortgage  mentioned  in  the 
said  complaint.  The  complaint  shows  that  it  was  assigned  to 
and  became  vested  in  the  comptroller  of  the  state  of  New-York^ 
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but  said  complaint  does  not  show  that  said  comptroller  ever 
re-assigned  it,  or  parted  with  his  title  to  it 

"  2.  The  complaint  does  not  show  that  Daniel  B.  St 
John,  superintendent  of  the  bank  department,  had  any  right, 
power  or  authority  to  assign  the  bond  and  mortgage  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint,  to  the  plaintiff. 

"  3.  There  is  no  feet  stated  in  said  complaint  which  jus- 
tifies the  making  of  these  defendants  parties  to  this  action. 
The  general  statement  in  said  complaint  that  these  defendants 
*  have  or  claim  to  have  some  interest  in  or  lien  upon^  the  prem- 
ises, is  not  a  statement  of  any  yaci  or /ici^  which  would  autho- 
rize this  court  to  give  any  judgment  against  these  defendants. 

"4.  The  statement  in  said  complaint,  that  this  defend- 
ant William  H.  Clark,  covenanted  and  agreed  to  assume  and 
pay  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  constitutes  no  cause  of  action 
against  said  defendant  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  reasons 
that  the  plaintiff  was  neither  a  party  or  privy  to  any  such 
agreement,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  paper  or  deed  con- 
taining any  such  agreement  was  ever  signed  or  executed  by 
said  William  H.  Clark,  and  it  contains  nothing  upon  which 
this  court  would  be  authorized  to  render  any  judgment  against 
these  defendants  or  either  of  them." 

The  demurrer  was  brought  to  argument  at  a  special  term 
held  at  Brooklyn,  in  June,  1857,  before  Mr.  Justice  Birdseyb, 
who  overruled  the  demurrer  with  costs,  with  liberty  to  answer 
in  twenty  days,  &c.,  and  referred  the  action  to  a  sole  referee, 
to  hear  and  determine  all  the  issues  of  law  and  feet,  &c.  From 
this  order  the  defendants  William  H.  Clark  and  wife,  appealed 
to  the  general  term, 

Latson  &  LocKWOOD,  ^r  oppeBanto. 

I.  There  is  a  defect  of  parties  defendants,  viz :  Daniel  Rich- 
ards, the  maker  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  set  forth  in  the 
complaint,  and  the  person  primarily  liable  for  the  payment  of 
the  debt  secured  by  such  bond  and  mortgage,  is  not  made  a 
party. 

1.  This  defect  appearing  on  the  fece  of  the  complaint  is  prop- 


428  NBW-TOEK  PRACTICE  EEPORTa 

Dniry  agt  Clark. 

erly  raised  by  the  demurrer.    {Oode^  section  144,  svbdiuision  4 ; 
Wallace  agt.  Baton,  5  Pr,  Hep.  99.) 

2.  Section  122  of  the  Code  provides,  that "  when  a  complete 
determination  of  the  controversy  cannot  be  had  without  the 
presence  of  other  parties,  the  court  must  cause  them  to  be 
brought  in." 

3.  The  decree  prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  would  not  ex- 
tinguish the  liability  of  Daniel  Bichards  on  his  bond  fer  any 
deficiency  in  tbe  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  if  the  same 
could  not  be  collected  of  the  defendant  Clark ;  neither  would 
it  foreclose  the  right  now  absolutely  vested  in  him,  to  have 
the  mortgaged  premises  sold  to  the  best  advantage,  in  a  pro- 
ceeding to  which  he  should  be  a  party,  and  should  have  the 
right  of  appearing  for  the  protection  of  his  own  interests.  And 
he  in  such  case,  would  have  the  right  to  have  resale  of  the 
property,  and  the  first  purchaser's  title  would  be  imperfect 

4.  The  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  covenant  alluded  to 
in  folio  11  of  Case,  cannot  be  finally  determined  in  this  ac- 
tion without  Daniel  Richards  being  a  party.  The  covenant^ 
if  any,  was  between  Clark  and  Richards,  and  there  are  rights 
and  equities  existing  between  them  which  each  of  them  has  a 
right  to  have  settled  in  this  action,  and  not  to  be  compelled  to 
resort  to  another  litigation. 

II.  The  said  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con* 
stitute  a  cause  of  action  against  these  defendants 

1.  The  complaint  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  any 
legal  title  to  the  bond  and  mortgage  mentioned  in  the  said 
complaint.  It  shows  that  they  were  assigned  to  and  became 
vested  in  the  comptroller  of  the  state  of  New-York,  but  does 
not  show  that  the  comptroller  ever  re-assigned  them  or  parted 
with  his  title  to  them. 

2.  The  complaint  does  not  show  that  Daniel  B.  St  John, 
superintendent  of  the  bank  department,  had  any  right,  power 
or  authority  to  assign  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  the  plaintiflP. 

3.  There  is  no  ^^  plain  and  concise  statement  of  the  facts  con^ 
stiiuting  a  cause  of  action,^^  against  the  defendants  Clark  and 
wife,  as  required  by  section  142  of  the  Code.    The  general 
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allegation  that  they  ''  have  or  claim  to  have  same  inieregt  in  or 
lien  upon  the  premises^^^  is  in  the  alternative,  and  it  does  not 
state  what  that  interest  is  or  might  be.  It  is  in  parsuance  of 
an  old  rale  of  the  court  of  chancerj,  when  that  court  bad  the 
power  to  prescribe  the  form  of  pleadings  in  that  oourt.  But 
that  power  has  by  section  140  of  the  Code,  been  taken  away, 
and  positive  provisions  of  statute  law  substituted,  which  the 
court  «an  neither  extend  nor  contract^  and  which  requires  facts 
to  be  stated,  and  those  positively,  and  not  in  i^  alternative. 
4.  The  statement  in  said  complaint  ihat  this  defendant  Wil- 
liam H.  Clark,  covenanted  and  agreed  to  assume  and  pay  the 
said  bond  and  mortgage,  constitutes  no  cause  of  action  against 
said  defendant  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  reasons  that  the 
plaintiff  was  neither  a  party  nor  privy  to  any  such  agreement ; 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  paper  or  deed  containing  any 
such  agreement  was  ever  signed  or  executed  by  said  William 
H.  Clark,  and  it  contains  nothing  upon  which  this  court  would 
be  authorized  to  render  any  judgment  against  these  defendants 
or  either  of  them ;  and  no  judgment  could  be  rendered  on  such 
covenant,  except  Bichards  was  a  party,  so  as  to  bind  him. 

W.  C.  Timri!&,Jbr  plaintiff. 

L  There  is  no  defect  of  parties  defendants  by  reason  of  Dan 
iel  Bichards  not  being  made  a  party.  The  case,  (folio  11,) 
shows  that  Bichards  divested  himself  of  the  title  to  the  prop- 
erty, and  conveyed  the  same  by  deed  to  the  defendant  Clark. 

II.  Facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  are 
stated: 

1.  The  complaint  (folio  7)  shows  tbe  assignment  of  the 
bond  and  mortgage  to  Washington  Hunt, "  comptroller,  &c.  ;*' 
and  folios  8  and  9  show  that  Daniel  B.  St.  John,  ''  the  super- 
intendent of  tbe  banking  department  of  the  state  of  New- York, 
in  pursuance  of  the  act  entitled  ^  an  act  to  authorize  ihe  busi- 
ness of  banking,  passed  April  18th,  1888,  and  the  several  acts 
amendatory  thereo:^'  ^  assigned  the  said  bond  and  mortgage 
to  the  plaintiff:    The  said  act  {B.  S.  §  264,  p.  1168,  ith  ed.) 
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possesses  the  "superintendent"  with  all  the  powers  of  the 
"  comptroller." 

2.  The  complaint  (folio  11)  above  referred  to,  reciting  the 
conveyance  of  the  premises  by  Bichards  to  Clark,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  this  bond  and  mortgage  being  assumed  as  part  of  the 
purchase  money,  besides  the  general  allegation  in  folio  11, 
constitutes  a  sufficient  cause  of  action. 

By  the  court — ^Emott,  Justice.  Th^re  are  but  two  objec- 
tions in  this  case,  which  I  think  it  necessary  to  notice.  The 
first  is,  that  the  general  allegation  in  the  complaint,  that  Wil* 
liam  H.  Clark  and  other  defendants  who  are  named,  have  or 
claim  some  interest  in  or  lien  upon  the  mortgaged  premises, 
which,  if  any,  is  subsequent  to  the  plaintiff's  mortgage,  is  not 
a  sufficient  statement  of  a  cause  of  action  against  these  defend- 
ants. This  mode  of  statement  in  cases  where  junior  incum- 
brancers are  made  parties  to  a  foreclosure  suit,  was  introduced 
into  the  practice  of  the  court  of  chancery  by  the  rules  of  Chan- 
cellor Walworth.  The  rule  was  made  to  obviate  the  incon- 
venience which  mortgagees  had  encountered  in  foreclosure 
suits,  when  they  were  compelled  to  wait  the  determination  of 
all  the  rights  and  equities  of  junior  incumbrancers  and  pur- 
chasers among  themselves,  before  a  decree  could  be  obtained 
for  the  foreclosure  of  the  first  mortgage.  {Hopk,  277.)  The 
effect  of  the  rule  was  to  postpone  to  the  sale  any  litigation  be- 
tween junior  incumbrancers  who  were  co-defendants.  Suob 
disputes  were  thus  deferred  until  it  was  ascertained  that  there 
would  be  a  surplus  after  satisfying  the  plaintiff's  mortgage, 
which  surplus  was  the  only  fund  which  such  a  litigation  con- 
cerned or  which  it  should  affect.  {See  10  Paige^  895 ;  9  id. 
545 ;  4  id.  85.)  If  the  rule  of  pleading  under  the  Code  is 
stated  correctiy  in  the  defendant's  points,  this  beneficial  reform 
will  be  set  aside,  and  foreclosure  suits  will  bristle  with  new 
difficulties.  The  plaintiff  will  be  compelled  to  state  a  variety 
of  issues  to  different  defendants,  issues  in  which  he  has  no  in- 
terest, and  to  await  their  determination  among  the  defendants 
whom  he  is  bound  to  make  parties.    This  should  not  be  per- 
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mitted  if  possible,  and  is  not,  I  think,  required.  The  complaint 
before  ns  states  that  these  various  defendants  have  or  claim, 
each  some  interest  in  or  lien  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  but 
in  every  case,  such  lien  or  interest  is  subsequent  and  subject 
to  the  plaintiff's  mortgage.  This  states  suflBiciently  all  that  is 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff's  purpose.  The  feet  that  these  de- 
fendants have  or  claim  some  interest  in  the  lands  mortgaged, 
makes  them  proper  parties  to  the  foreclosure,  and  the  fact  that 
these  interests  are  subsequent  to  the  plaintiff's  lien,  render  it 
unimportant  to  him  or  to  the  purposes  of  his  suit^  so  long  as 
that  is  confined  to  the  foreclosure  and  sale  under  his  mortgage, 
what  the  particular  rights  of  these  defendants  are.  They  are 
only  interested  in  the  eventual  surplus,  if  any,  and  their  re- 
spective interests  are  material  only  among  themselves,  and  not 
to  him.  All  that  the  plaintiff  asks  is  a  foreclosure  of  his  mort- 
gage against  their  estates  or  interests,  and  it  is  sufficient  for 
that  purpose  and  to  justify  making  them  parties  that  they  have 
or  claim  some  interests  or  estates,  but  these  whatever  they  are, 
are  subject  to  his  mortgage.  Any  detail  of  their  titles  or  the 
extent  and  relative  priority  of  their  interests  would  be  super- 
fluous if  the  suit  is  confined  to  the  first  mortgage  and  the  judg- 
ment proceeds  no  further. 

It  is  also  contended  by  the  defendants,  that  the  suit  is  de- 
fective, because  the  mortgagor  is  not  a  party.  The  equity  of 
redemption  is  stated  in  the  complaint  to  have  been  conveyed 
to  the  defendant  Clark,  who  assimied  and  agreed  to  pay  the 
mortgage,  as  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance  which 
he  received.  The  mortgaged  premises  are,  therefore,  the  pri- 
mary fund  for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  after  them  the 
defendant  Clark,  is  next  liable.  He  has  no  right  to  complain 
of  the  absence  of  his  grantor,  for  as  between  these  two,  Clark 
is  the  principal  debtor,  and  Richards  the  surety.  It  is  only 
when  the  party,  against  whom  the  mortgagee  asks  a  personal 
judgment  for  any  deficiency,  is  a  mere  surety  of  the  mortgagor, 
that  he  can  insist  that  the  latter  should  be  made  a  party,  and 
the  plaintiff's  remedy  exhausted  against  him  for  any  deficiency 
in  the  lands  before  resorting  to  his  surety.    {See  Bigdow  agt. 
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Bush^  6  Paige^  848.)  There  is  no  controversy  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  which  requires  that  Bichards  the 
original  mortgagor,  shotild  be  brought  in,  in  order  to  its  final 
determination.  We  cannot  even  assume  upon  the  statements 
of  the  complaint,  that  there  is  any  controversy  between  him 
and  the  defendant  Clark,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  latter  to  the 
plaintiff.  But  if  there  be,  it  is  a  dispute  wholly  between  them, 
not  affecting  the  immediate  liability  of  Clark  to  the  plaintiff 
and  with  which,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  concern 
himself. 

It  is  altogether  probable  that  the  question  of  pleading  which 
this  demurrer  presents,  has  been  determined  in  some  of  the 
courts,  since  the  passage  of  the  Code,  but  if  any  such  ease  is 
reported,  it  has  escaped  my  observation,  and  the  argument 
printed  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  is  entirely  barren  of  any 
authorities  affecting  the  question.  I  observe  that  the  defend- 
ants contend  that  a  grantee  of  mortgaged  premises,  who  has 
assumed  the  payment  of  the  mortgage,  is  not  a  proper  party 
to  a  foreclosure,  or  cannot  be  made  liable  upon  such  a  cove- 
nant. The  reverse  of  this  proposition  has  been  so  long  settled 
that  it  needs  no  authorities  to  sustain  it. 

The  order  of  the  special  term  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Jakes  B.  Brady,  Respondent  agt  The  Mayor,  Aldermen 
AND  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New- York,  Appel- 
lants. 

The  charter  of  the  city  of  New-York,  as  amended  April  12th,  1853,  reqaires  that 
all  work  involviDg  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $260,  shall  be  done  by  con- 
tract on  sealed  bids,  and  that  all  such  contracts  when  given  shall  be  g^ven  to 
the  lowest  bidder.  A  contract  entered  into  by  the  oiflcers  of  the  corporation, 
in  yiolatiou  of  this  proyifiion,  la  illegal  and  Toid,  and  impoeea  no  obligation  on 
the  city. 


JSmWrYOBX.  PBACnCB  RBPOBOfl.  ^gS 

Brady  agt  The  Major,  Ac.,  ot^ewTof^ 

AHhongh  bids  are  advertiBed  for  and  leceiyed,  yet,  if  they  are  tested  by  a,c(>i^- 
parison  which  brings  into  view  only  a  part  of  the  work  contracted  for,  and  by 
such  meanfl  the  contract  is  awarded  to  one  who  was  not  hi  fact  the  lowest  bid- 
der, the  contract  is  invalid. 

Whea  the  attoers  of  the  corporation  called  for  bids  Sbr  flagging  a  sidewalk  ax^ 
laying  a  curb  and  gatter,  and  the  making  of  excavation  of  earth  and  rock,  if  any, 
and  stated  that  Jthe  lownees  of  the  bid  would  be  tested  only  by  the  price  at 
which  the  bidders  offered  to  lay  the  flagging,  curb  and  gutter,  JieU  that  a  con- 
tract awarded  upon  such  a  test,  when  It  was  impossible  to  determhie  by  such 
test  who  was  the  lowest  bidder,  was  void  in  respect  to  the  excavation. 

Where  the  oontraot  under  wluch  the  work  is  done  is  void  .because  entered  into  in 
violation  of  tiie  charter,  the, contractor  cannot  recover  for  the  work.in  any  form, 
neither  under  the  contract  nor  as  upon  a  qwtrUum  meruit, 

A  subsequent  ratification  of  the  contract  by  the  common  council,  whether  before 
or  after  the  work  is  done,  does  not  make  it  binding  on  the  corporation. 

Where  the  officers  of  a  corporation  do  an  act  in  excess  of  the  corporate  power, 
the  corporation  is  not  bound,  and  when  the  statute  under  which  the  corpom- 
tioa  ^  restricts  its  action  to  a  paitioalar  mode^  none  of  the  agents  thxoug^ 
whom  the  corporation  acts  canJ^nd  it  in  any  other  than  the  mode  prescribed. 

The  officers  of  the  corporation  cannot,  therefore,  in  such  a  case  bind  the  corpora- 
tion by  accepting  the  work  or  confirming  an  assessment  to  pay  the  expenses 
thereoC 

Those  who  deal  with  a  oarpomttov,  the  ivode  of  whose  aotlcp  is  .thus  United, 
must  take  notice  of  the  restriction  in  its  charter,  and  see  tp  it  tb^t  the  .Qon- 
tracts  on  which  they  rely,  are  entered  into  in  the  manner  authorized  by  the 
charter. 

OenercU  Term^  October^  1857. 

Before  DuER,  Chirf  Justice^  and  WoODBUFF,  Jaslice. 

Tms  action  comes  before  the  court  at  general  term,  on  an 
appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  entered  against 
them  on  the  report  of  a  referee. 

The  action  is  brought  upon  an  alleged  special  contract 
which  the  complaint  avers  was  entered  into  with  the  plaintiff 
by  the  defendants,  through  James  Furey,  then  streejt  commis- 
sioner, on  thp  11th  of  August,  1854,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  set  the  curb  and  gutter,  and  to  flag  a  portion  d£ 
Eighty-third  street^  (t.  c,  from  the  Third  Avenue  to  Avenue 
Ai)  ia  the  city  of  New-York,  in  accordance  with  certain  ;Spe- 
ciflcations  annexed  to  the  contract ;  and  the  defendants  agreed 
to  pay  for  the  work,  labor  and  materials,  the  following  prices, 
yifi^i  fi)r  set{;ing  curb  and  gutter  stones,  forty-five  cents  per 
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ninning  foot ;  for  fls^ging,  eleven  cents  per  square  foot ;  for 
removing  rock,  twenty -five  dollars  per  cubic  yard  of  rock  re- 
moved. The  amount  to  be  paid  upon  the  confirmation  of  an 
assessment  for  the  work.  That  the  work  has  been  performed, 
and  approved  and  accepted,  and  an  assessment  has  been  made 
for  the  work  and  confirmed  by  the  defendants  in  conamon 
council  convened,  and  the  entire  contract  price  is  due  and  pay- 
able. The  quantities  of  the  respective  kinds  of  work  are  then 
stated  and  averred  to  have  been  necessary  to  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  and  in  fact  performed  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  of  their  surveyor  having  charge  of  the  work  as 
follows : 

4,046  ft  6  in.  of  curb  and  gutter,  at  45  cents,  $1,820.92 

15,686  feet  of  flagging,  at  11  cents,  1,725.46 

948  yards  of  rock  excavation,  at  $25,  28,575.00 


$27,121.88 
That  the  defendants  have  made  payments  of  70  per 
cent  of  the  amount  due,  18,985.27 


But  reftuse  to  pay  the  remaining  balance,  amount- 
ing to,  $8,186.11 

Which  balance  the^laintiff  claims  to  recover  with  costs. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  sets  out  a  resolution  of  the 
common  council  of  the  8th  day  of  June,  1854,  ordering  the 
setting  of  curb  and  gutter,  and  the  flagging  of  the  street  re- 
ferred to,  under  the  directions  of  the  street  commissioner,  and 
avers  that  the  street  commissioner  issued  proposals  inviting 
offers  or  bids  for  the  work,  which  proposals  are  annexed  to 
the  answer ;  in  response  to  which,  four  offers  were  received, 
the  offer  of  the  plaintiff  being  one.  That  excluding  from  the 
offers  the  item  of  rock  excavation,  the  offer  of  one  J.  Hodg- 
kins,  was  the  Jowest.  That  only  two  of  the  offers  included 
rock  excavation,  viz :  the  offer  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  of  one 
McCabe,  and  that  McCabe  offered  to  make  the  rock  excava- 
tion at  five  dollars  per  cubic  yard,  and  that  in  fact  McCabe 
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was  the  lowest  bidder  for  the  whole  work,  including  the  ao- 
toal  rock  excavation  in  the  calculation. 

That  the  rock  excavation  was  the  most  important  item  in 
ihe  entire  work,  provided  for  in  the  proposals  and  contract, 
but  the  defendants  deny  that  the  plaintiflf  excavated  the  quan- 
tity of  rock  claimed  for. 

The  answer  then  sets  up  the  provisions  of  the  amendments 
to  the  charter  of  the  city,  passed  April  the  12th,  1868,  requir- 
ing that  "  all  work  involving  an  expenditure  of  more  than 
two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  shall  be  done  by  contract,  on 
sealed  bids,  and  that  all  such  contracts  shall,  when  given,  be 
given  to  the  lowest  bidder."  The  general  ordinance  of  the 
corporation,  providing  that  no  expense  shall  be  incurred  by 
any  of  the  departments  or  officers  thereof,  unless  an  appropria- 
tion should  have  been  previously  made  concerning  such  ex- 
pense, and  denies  that  any  such  appropriation  has  been  made 
for  the  expeiuse  of  the  work  in  question. 

Also,  a  general  ordinance  of  the  corporation,  requiring  that 
the  "  proposals  for  estimates  or  bids  shall  contain  and  state 
the  nature  and  extent,  as  near  as  possible,  of  the  work  re- 
quired." 

The  answer  then  avers  that  a  contract  was  made  by  the  street 
commissioner  with  the  plaintiff,  by  James  Furey,  (claiming  to 
be  authorized  under  the  said  resolution,  proposals  and  esti* 
mates  or  bids,)  to  which  the  answer  refers,  and  which  is 
averred  to  be  the  contract  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and 
denying  all  allegations  not  admitted,  the  defendants  demand 
that  the  complaint  be  dismissed,  &c. 

By  consent  of  parties,  the  action  was  refened  to  a  sole  ref 
eree  to  hear  and  determine  the  same,  and  all  the  issues 
ttierein. 

The  referee  found  the  following  fitcts : 

First  That  the  defendants,  on  the  8th  day  of  June,  1854^ 
duly  passed  the  resolution  mentioned  in  the  answer  of  the 
defendants. 

Seocmd,  That  on  the  27th  day  of  July,  1864,  the  street  com- 


l^ySS  jnEW-^TORX:  FBAOTICB  BEPOBX& 

BniAf  agt  The  ICagroiv  iUx,  «f  KewYoilL 

auaniiner  puUiflhed  lite  t»ropo8al  forxj/Sen  or  faidB,  ftko ; 
tioned  in  the  answer. 

Thin  notdoe  (or  ^Vpox^posal,")  invited  offers  from  persons 
.pi»pann^  to  perform  the  work,  and  described  the  cnrb  and 
gntieri  ftnd  the  flagging  required,  lihe  kinds  of  stone,  and  the 
manner  of  cutting  and  laying.  It  stated  that  "the  street  is  to 
be  brO«gh4  to  the  grade  shown  on  the  profiles  in  the  street 
eOmmiflmoiier'B  ofi^  the  sidewalks  to  be  regulated  with  suffi- 
eiesit  rise  fiiom  the  curbstones,  and  the  carriage-way  to  be  prop- 
erly shaped  under  the  direction  of  the  surveyor,"  that  ''  the 
pOrtioniB  of  die  sidewalk  on  which  flagging  is  to  be  laid  shaU 
be  levelled  t(<>  a  grade  of  six  inch^  betow  ikhe  lK)p  of  the  flags, 
aied  ihe  intennediate  space  filled  with  sand  or  igravel,  and 
ihe  residue  <^  the  sidewalk  graded  even  with  the  tc^s  of  the 

It  directed  that  estimators  should  state  in  their  proposals  the 
price  per  running  foot  for  furnishing  and  setting  curb  and  gut- 
^  stones^  including  regulating  and  removing  or  furnishing 
earth ;  Uie  price  persquare  foot  for  flagging,  including  the 
VQgulating  of  the  sidewaik&^aQd^  furnishing  sand  or  gravel ; 
also,  the  removal  of  all  surplus  materia  or  rubbish  hhar  the 
completion  of  the  work ;  and  the  price  per  €J^  ^«i  Jbr  re- 
ffiofw^  rockj  ifomi  shaiM  UJbund. 

And  the  notice  then  further  continued,  "  The  fofifiwing  is 
the  estimate  of  work  and  materials  by  which  ihe  bidstSi^  fe 
tdikd^  via:  8,840  running  feet  of  curb  and  gutter  stone,^!^ 
15,600  square  feet  of  flagging."  ^ 

After  some  other  particulars  not  deemed  'material  to  be 
stated,  the  notice  further  states,  that  a  strict  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  title  HI,  of  contracts  for  supplies  and  work 
for  ihe  corporation,  of  the  amended  ordinances,  passed  May  the 
80th,  1849,  and  also  as  amended  Ootober  the  85th,  1849,  will 
.be  obseirvcd'i^nd  reqtured  in  all  cases. 

The  re^ioree  fovid : 

Third.  That  the  lowest  bidder  upon  the  data  given  in 
such  »pro|K)8aI,  (a  notice  invitinig  offers^)  oould  liBt  te  aster- 
tained. 
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IburA.  That  the  contract  for  said  work  waa  awarded  by 
the  street  commissioner  to  the  phdatLG^  asset  forth  iiit  liheoasa 
on  the  11th  of  August,  1854.  .t  i.  >i  ;..:    w  '  u      :      I<    >  /> 

This  contract  is  in  substance  as  alleged  in  the  eomplauii 

Fifth.  That  the  work  was  completed  in  the  autumn  of 
1864. 

Sixth.  That  seventy  per  cent  of  the  contract  price  was  paid 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants. 

Seventh.  That  948  cubic  yards  of  rock  were  removed  by  the 
plaintiff  in  doing  the  work. 

Eighth.  That  the  assessment  list  for  said  work  was  ccwfirmed 
by  the  common  council,  by  a  resolution  passed  on  the  ninth 
day  of  August,  1866. 

This  assessment  list  showed  that  the  amount  due  to  the  ^ain* 
tiff  as  the  contract  price  of  the  work,  together  with  the  inoiden* 
tal  expenses  connected  with  the  work  and  the  surveyor'si  aa* 
seseor's  and  collector's  fees,  was  $28,746,  of  which  the  sum  of 
$28,576,  (being  943  yards  at  $26,)  was  for  rock  excavation  as 
alleged  in  the  complaint 

It  assessed  $5,098.15,  upon  the  owners  of  ^ots  along  the  Hue 
of  the  street,  and  left  $28,658.86,  to  belaid- b^the^otepon^ 
tion  of  the  city  of  New- York. 

Nirdh.  That  the  surveyor's  return  and  inspector's  oertifiottle, 
were  made  and  filed.  The  surveyor's  return  showing  the  nnmt 
ber  of  yards  of  rock  to  be  948,  and  the  in&f>ectQr's  certificate 
certifying  that  the  curb  and  gutter  and  flagging,  was  fizudied 
according  to  the  contract 

Tenths  and  finally.  That  there  is  due  to  the  plaintiff  from 
the  defendants,  the  sum  of  $8,566.24,  principal  and  interest 
fi>r  work  performed  by  him  for  the  defendants. 

The  referee's  conclusions  of  law  upon  the  fiiots  fot^id  by  him 
are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court     '  <    ■     -'" 

From  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  the  fefiairee, 
the  defendants  appeaL 

A.  R  Lawbkkge,  J^^/br  appeOamJtM. 
A.  J.  WiLLABD  fit  respondenL 
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By  the  court — Woodbuff,  Justice.  The  referee  has  found 
as  a  conclusion  of  law  from  the  &ct8  proved,  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  street  commissioner,  (in  his  notice  inviting  propo- 
sals for  the  work  directed  to  be  done  bj  the  common  council,) 
to  state  the  probable  amount  of  rock  excavation  required,  and 
to  include  that  among  the  data  by  which  the  bids  or  proposals 
would  be  tested,  and  had  no  power,  after  excluding  that  part 
of  the  work  from  such  data,  to  still  go  on  and  contract  for  its 
performance,  and  that  the  contract  made  by  the  street  com- 
missioner with  the  plaintiff,  was  illegal  and  void  as  regards 
rock  excavation ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  by  virtue  of  his 
contract  recover  the  stipulated  price  for  rock  excavation. 

These  conclusions  are  obviously  fetal  to  the  plaintiff's  claim 
to  recover,  as  such  claim  is  alleged  in  his  complaint.  He  has 
alleged  a  sj[)ecial  contract,  and  the  performance  thereof  and 
claims  to  recover  the  stipulated  price.  The  contract  proved, 
is  found  to  be  illegal  and  void,  and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  the 
ground  of  recovery. 

The  referee,  however,  concludes  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  contract  price,  and  upon 
several  distinct  grounds,  viz : 

That  the  plaintiff  having  done  the  work  was  entitled  to  re^ 
oeive  what  the  work  performed  in  making  such  rock  excava- 
tion was  reasonably  worth,  and  that  the  defendants  have  legal 
power  to  pay  for  work,  on  the  basis  of  a  quantum  meruit^ 
though  it  was  done  without  contract,  or  under  an  illegal  and 
void  contract 

That  notwithstanding  the  contract  under  which  the  work 
was  done  was  illegal  and  void,  the  confirmation  of  the  assess* 
ment,  made  to  provide  for  the  expenses  thereof,  amounted  to 
a  valid  agreement  by  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
be  paid  the  contract  price. 

That  such  confirmation  was  in  legal  effect  an  accord,  and 
that  such  satis&ction  shotild  be  enforced. 

And  finally,  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  a  disputed  claim 
which  the  defendants  had  power  to  settle,  and  that  their  acts 
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amount  to  a  valid  binding  settlement  which  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  enforce. 

It  is  obvious  to  observe  that  there  are  no  issues  in  this  ac- 
tion adapted  to  raise  the  questions,  upon  the  consideration  of 
which  the  referee  has  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
ground  of  claim  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  is  simply  a  special 
contract  made  with  the  defendants,  duly  performed  by  the 
plaintiff  and  his  work  accepted. 

But  assuming  that  the  state  of  the  pleading  may  be  disre- 
garded, and  that  the  plaintiff  could  be  permitted  to  claim  pay- 
ment as  upon  a  quantum  meruit^^  and  might  recover  for  the  * 
rock  excavation  what  the  work  of  making  the  same  was  rea- 
sonably worth ;  then  so  far  as  the  judgment  proceeds  upon  . 
this  ground,  it  is  subject  to  what  we  deem  these  &tal  errors : 
The  referee  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  the  whole  contract  price, 
and  disregarded  such  evidence  as  appeared  in  the  case,  tending 
to  show  that  the  rock  excavation  was  not  worth  twenty-five 
dollars  per  yard,  (the  contract  price,)  when  in  truth  proposals 
were  made  to  do  it  at  five  dollars ;  and  further,  the  referee  re- 
fused to  receive  evidence  offered  by  the  defendants,  of  the  ac- 
tual value  of  the  work,  which  evidence,  sofer  as  the  plaintiff's 
claim  was  a  title  to  recover  what  the  labor  was  reasonably 
worth,  was  clearly,  we  think,  admissible.  It  was  perhaps  re- 
jected under  an  idea  that  the  contractitself  fixed  the  value  by 
stipulating  the  price  to  be  pa|d,  and  that  the  value  so  fixed  is 
conclusive. 

Where  parties  have  by  a  valid  binding  agreement,  fixed  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  work  and  labor,  such  agreement  is  of 
course  conclusive,  and  even  though  by  reason  of  departures 
from  the  strict  terms  of  such  an  agreement  by  mutual  consent, 
the  claimant  finds  it  necessary  to  claim  payment  according  to 
the  feir  value  of  his  work,  the  agreement  may  still  bind  both 
as  to  the  rate  of  compensation'  in  particulars  conforming  to  such 
agreement. 

But  this  rule  has  no  application  to  an  agreement  which  is 
itself  illegal  and  void ;  an  illegal  and  void  agreement  no  more 
bound  the  defendants  to  pay  the  price  stipulated,  if  the  work 
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was  done,  than  it  bound  them  in  any  other  aspect.  If  it  was 
void,  it  could  neither  form  the  basis  of  recovery,  nor  bind  the 
defendants  to  the  measure  of  liability. 

To  hold  this  contract  conclusive  in  respect  of  price  would 
be  indirectly  to  sustain  it  in  the  very  particular  out  of  which 
the  illegality  arises.  It  was  not  a  contract  with  the  lowest 
bidder,  and  yet  to  hold  it  conclusive  as  to  price,  is  to  bind  the 
corporation  to  pay  the  highest  price  bidden  without  any  valid 
contract  or  legal  consent  to  any  price.  The  requirement  bind- 
ing the  corporation  to  give  contracts  to  the  lowest  bidder  has 
especial  reference  to  the  ^cd*  which  they  may  become  bound 
to  pay,  and  the  measure  in  which  that  price  «^7  be  asoer- 
•  tained  ;  and  to  hold  a  contract  not  so  awarded  conclusive  on 
that  point,  is  not  only  subversive  of  the  law,  but  wholly  in- 
consistent with  the  conclusion  that  the  contract  is  itself  ille- 
gal. 

If  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  value  of  his  work,  he  should 
have  proved  its  value,  and  the  defendants  were  at  liberty  to 
give  such  evidence  relevant  to  that  point  as  they  might  be  able. 
If  the  instrument  alleged  to  be  a  contract  was  entered  into  by 
tihe  defendants'  officers  in  a  manner  not  authorized  by  law,  in 
a  ihanner  in  which  they  had  no  power  to  bind  the  corporation, 
then  the  stipulations  in  that  contract  did  not  bind  the  defend- 
ants for  any  purpose. 

And  once  more,  there  was  somia  evidence  bearing  on  the 
value  of  rock  excavation  in  the  testimony,  showing  that  one  of 
the  proposals  offered  the  performance  of  that  part  of  the  work 
at  five  dollars  per  yard.  It  may  be  true  {doubtless  it  is)  that 
even  this  is  much  more  than  the  fidr  value ;  but  if  so,  the  de- 
fendants were  not  permitted  on  the  trial  to  prove  it.  Now,  it 
is  obvious  that  if  this  rate  had  been  taken  as  the  &ir  value, 
tiie  plaintiff  would  not,  upon  the  basis  of  a  qujanium  meruit^ 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  anything.  He  had  upon  this 
basis  been  already  overpaid. 

We  are,  therefore,  for  these  reasons,  of  opinion  that  even  if 
any  daim  in  the  nature  of  an  assumpsit  for  the  value  of  the 
work  could  be  sustained,  a  new  trial  must  be  ordered.    * 
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T^t  (Suggestion  that  the  confirmation  of  the  assessment  laid 
tfpoti  the  lands  adjacent  to  the  work  amounted  to  an  agreement 
#ith  the  plaintiff,  that  he  should  be  paid,  appears  to  us  un- 
'f^ftrranted. 

i  By  the  terms  of  the  contract,  which  is  held  illegal  and  void, 
pSiyment  to  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  made  on  the  confirmation  of 
the  assessment,  and  had  the  contract  been  valid,  such  confirma- 
iion  would  have  been  material  as  respects  him,  because  the 
tilne  of  payment  was  thereby  made  definite. 

But  in  every  other  aspect,  the  act  of  confirmation  was,  as 
tttspects  the  plaintiff,  a  purely  ex  parte  proceeding,  operating 
between  the  corporation  and  those  whose  lauds  were  to  be 
cliarged,  but  in  no  sense  constituting  an  agt^eement  with  the 
plaintiff;  and  notwithstanding  such  confirmation,  the  inquiry 
wtether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  be  paid,  is,  we  think,  clearly 
Open  to  investigation. 

"The  remark  of  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  in  Brady's^  TheMiay* 
OT^  Ac,  of  Brooklyn,  (1  Barb.  Rep.  591,)  that  a  resolution  to 
add  a  sum  in  question  to  an  assessment  was  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  debt,  and  a  promise  to  pay  it,  if  recognized  at  all, 
must  be  understood  with  reference  to  that  particular  case. 
Inhere  a  matter  in  dispute  had  been  informally  referred.  The 
persons  selected  had  reported  a  sum  due :  the  mutual  assent  of 
the  parties  to  the  amount  reported  due,  amounted  to  a  state* 
ment  of  an  account  between  the  parties :  the  resolution  showed 
the  defendants'  assent,  and  the  court  say  that  when  also  aa* 
sdnted  to  by  plaintiff,  the  claim  became  valid,  however  informal 
the  reference  and  the  award  thereon.    ' 

Aside  from  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  that  case^  we  can 
see  no  propriety  in  calling  a  confirmation  of  the  assessment  an 
agreement  with  the  plaintiff 

Stlch  confirmation  may  be  evidence  that  the  work  was  done, 
and  that  the  corporation  accepted  it  as  performance  of  the 
Coniract,  and  an  admission  of  the  amount  thereof,  and  that 
iStOL 

^he  same  observations  are  applicable  to  the  idea  that  ihis 
confirmation  was  a  valid  accord.    It  has  none  of  the  elements 
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of  an  accord ;  there  was  no  mutuality,  and  no  consideratioii 
gives  to  it  validity  in  this  sense ;  it  is  simply  and  only  a  re- 
cognition of  the  plaintiff  *s  right  to  payment  under  his  contract 
As  an  admission  that  the  money  was  payable,  it  would  be 
material  to  the  plaintiff  as  evidence,  if  notwithstanding  the 
illegality  of  the  contract,  the  corporation  had  power  to  bind 
themselves  by  mere  admissions. 

In  regard  to  the  argument  that  the  plaintiff 's  claim  was  a 
disputed  claim  which  the  defendants  had  power  to  settle,  and 
that  their  acts  amount  to  a  binding  settlement,  we  observe, 
first,  that  the  facts  as  found  by  the  referee  in  this  case  lay  no 
ifoundation  for  any  such  proposition.  Nothing  in  the  facts  as 
found  intimates  that  there  was  any  dispute  or  controversy  on 
the  subject,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action.  They 
show  a  confirmation  of  the  assessment,  a  compliance  by  the 
plaintiff  with  the  conditions  of  the  special  contract,  and  a  part 
payment  by  the  defendants  of  the  stipulated  price,  and  that 
is  all. 

We  find,  it  is  trae,  in  the  case  some  evidence  that  the  plain* 
tiff's  claim  was  the  subject  of  inquiry  and  investigation  by  a 
committee  of  the  common  council :  but  the  finding  of  &ct8 
would  not  inform  the  court  that  anything  in  the  nature  of  a 
settlement  of  a  disputed  claim  had  taken  place  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  can  rely,  if  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  upon  other 
grounds,  nor  do  we  think  the  evidence  showed  such  a  settle- 
ment. The  investigation  had  before  the  committee  was  for 
the  information  of  the  defendants,  and  as  a  guide  to  the  com- 
mon council  in  their  action  upon  the  subject,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  negotiation,  nor  did  it  result  in  negotiation  or  arrange- 
ment inter  paries.  Whatever  operation  the  confirmation  by 
the  conmion  council  after  that  investigation  may  have  as  evi- 
dence of  an  acceptance  or  approval  of  the  work,  has  been 
already  noticed,  and  will  be  hereinafter  further  considered. 

We  have  thus  considered  briefly  the  specific  grounds  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover,  notwithstanding  the  ille- 
gality of  the  contract,  so  far  as  they  are  distinguishable  finom 
the  general  ground,  that  the  work  being  performed,  accepted 
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and  approyed  by  the  defendants,  tbey  are  boand  to  pay  for  it 
whether  there  was  a  valid  contract  or  not. 

This  ground  of  claim,  we  think,  is  all  that  arises  out  of  the 
performance  of  the  work  or  the  acts  of  the  common  council  in 
relation  thereto ;  and  if  it  be  sound,  then  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  payment  either  at  the  contract  price,  or  according  to 
the  fair  value  of  the  work. 

Before  noticing  further  this  general  ground  of  daim,  it  is 
proper  that  we  should  say,  that  we  concur  fiilly  with  the  ref* 
eree  in  his  conclusion,  that  the  contract  itself  was  illegal  and 
void,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not,  by  virtue  of  the  contract, 
recover  the  stipulated  price  for  rock  excavation. 

And  it  is  material  to  notice,  that  the  invalidity  of  the  con- 
tract results  fix>m  the  want  of  power  to  make  a  contract  in  the 
manner  this  was  made,  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  made. 
It  was  entirely  competent  to  prescribe  in  the  charter  of  the 
city  the  mode  in  which  and  in  which  alone,  contracts  should 
be  made.  When  the  powers  of  a  corporation  are  limited  in 
the  charter,  the  acts  of  its  officers  and  agents  beyond  the  scope 
of  those  powers,  do  not  bind  the  corporation.  And  when  the 
mode  in  which  the  powers  of  a  corporation  may  be  exercised, 
is  especially  restricted,  the  officers  and  agents  may  not  bind 
the  corporation  in  any  other  manner^  As  Welles,  Justice, 
in  The  Farmers^  Loan  and  Trust  Company  agt.  Carroll,  (5  Barb. 
Rep.  649,)  says :  "  Where  a  corporation  relies  upon  a  grant  of 
power  from  the  legislature  to  do  an  act,  it  is  as  much  restricted 
to  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute  for  its  exercise  as  to  the 
thing  allowed  to  be  done." 

Those  who  deal  with  a  corporation,  whose  mode  of  dealing 
is  prescribed  in  their  charter,  mast  take  notice  of  such  pre- 
scription at  their  peril.  In  this  case,  the  contract  in  question 
was  not  given  to  the  lowest  bidder. 

The  officers  of  the  corporation  did  not  take  proposals  from 
those  who  offered  to  perform  the  work,  in  a  form  in  which  it 
was  possible  to  determine  who  was  the  lowest  bidder.  The 
plaintiff  not  only  was  bound  to  know  this,  but  he  had  actual 
knowledge  that  neither  the  invitation  for  bids  nor  hi^  offer 
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oonneoted  therewith^  could  onable  any  one  to  say  wl^o  was  tha 
lowest  bidder. 

The  oaae  is  not  one  in  which  all  the  proper  elements  have 
been  taken  into  view,  in  oonaidering  whose  bid  was  the  lowest^ 
and  in  which  the  erroneous  determinatio]!  by  which  the  work 
was  awarded  to  the  plaintiff,  resulted  fiom  unforeseen  circum- 
stances developed  in  the  progress  of  the  work ;  as  where  notr 
withstanding  estimates  made  in  good  &ith,  the  amounts  or 
quantities  were  found  more  or  less  than  the  estimates.  But  it 
is  a  case,  in  which  the  great  bulkof  the  work  was  laid  entirely 
out  of  view,  and  the  bids  tested  by  what  has  proved  a  small 
portion  of  the  labor  stipulated  for,  "when  the  residue  of  the 
work  was  deliberately,  expressly  and  designedly  exdudedfirom 
comparison. 

Not  only  was  the  statute  provision  of  the  charter  violated, 
but  the  general  ordinances  of  the  city  were  disregarded.  Wo 
feel  no  hesitation  in  concurring  that  a  contract  so  made  in  vio- 
lation <Mf  the  charter,  and  of  the  general  ordinances,  was  illegal 
and  void,  and  imposed  no  obligation  on  the  corporation  of  any 
kind  in  respect  to  its  stipulations,  whether  as  to  price  or  other 
terms  or  conditions  thereof 

We  also  observe  on  the  subject  generally,  that  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  city,  in  the  matter  of  contracts  of  this  description, 
are  acting  not  simply  as  an  individual  acts  in ,  respect  to  his 
private  interests,  nor  as  a  private  c(Mrp6ra1af>i>  acts  inrdation 
to  its  property  or  concerns.  They  derive  no  property  and  gain 
no  corporate  benefit  from  the  improvement  of  streets  or  other 
public  work.  They  act  as  a  public  corporation  in  discharge 
of  duties,  and  the  exercise  of  powers  which  they  hold  as  trusts 
for  the  benefit,  (not  of  the  corporation  as  such,)  but  for  the  citi- 
zens at  large  and  for  ithe  public. 

Not  only  so,  they  are  trustees  and  agents  in  another  sense. 
The  exercise  of  their  powers  in  matters  such  as  are  included  in 
this  contract,  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  of  benefit  to  con- 
tiguous land  owners,  to  be  secured  through  the  agency  of  iho 
oorporation,  not  at  their  own  oob^  but  at  the  land  owners'  ex- 
pense.   And  ^hoA  agency  involves  further,  the  oretCtion  of  a 
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Ken  upon  ihe  lande^  and  the  enfercement  of  the  rights  of  ihe 
land  owneiB  bound  to  contribute  as  between  themselyes.  So 
that  the  defendaaits,  as  a  priviate  oorparadon,  may  be  said  to 
have  no  interest  in  the  subject,  but  to  act  throughout  as  trus- 
tees and  agents  of  the  public  and  the  land  owners;  and  to  be 
clothied  with  the  requisite  poweis  only  for  the  benefit  of  such 
owners  and  the  public. 

Danger  of  abuses  xmder  such  ciicumstanoes^  is  to  be  re* 
garded  as  ikt  reason  and  ground  of  the  restriction,  which  re- 
quires that  the  contracts  for  work,  &c.,  shall  be  given  to  tiie 
lowest  bidder ;  to  the  end  that  the  tax  payers,  or  tliose  charged 
with  the  expenses,  may  not  be  unjustly  or  unduly  burdened, 
while  the  benefits  contemplated  by  the  proposed  contracts  may 
be  secured. 

The  question  then  recurs :  Are  the  drfendants  liable  &ft 
work  done,  tiie  contract  therefinr  being  illegal  and  void,  because 
entered  into  in  violation  of  the  dhavter  ?  Axui  this  question 
remains  to 'be  disoussed  in  two  aspects,  in.  the  present  case. 
Are  they  liable  to  the  plaintiff  as  upon  a  qiuintum  Tnermt,  be. 
cause  the  work  has  been  performed  and  is  accepted  ?  And 
have  the  common  council  power  to  waive  the  original  delect 
in  the  plaintiff's  clarm,  and  by  their  action  affirm  his  title  to 
recover,  so  as  to  give  him  a  right  of  action  notwithstanding 
tiie  requirements  of  the  charter  have  not  been  complied  with  ? 

The  answers  ^to  theae  questions  seem  to  us  inevitable  and  too 
obvious  to  allow  of  extended  discussion.  If  either  be  an- 
swered affirmatively,  the  restrictions  in  ihe  chalkier  'become 
practically  null,  tend  the  officers  and  agents,  through  whom 
alone  the  corporation  can  act,  may  disregard  the  statute  and 
in  piiactice  repeal  it.  This,  to  our  minds,  iathe  prominent  ob- 
jection to  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  Itr^ng  out  of  view  every 
other  objection  above  sui^gested  to  the  reeovery  in  this  case, 
(except  So  &r  as  they  are  connected  with  this  comaideration,)  it 
aeemb  to  us  fatal  to^the  plaintiff  \B.<»se. 

The  co:»p<Meation  can  only  act  trough  itsd[ioaen\officers  and 
agents.  If  they  not  only  maypay  for  work  and  labor  actually 
done  witht)ut  a  compliance  with  the  statute  repViisilies,  but  are 
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legally  botind  to  snob  payment,  then  no  contract  is  necessary, 
and  the  restrictions  in  the  statute  are  a  dead  letter.  If  they 
may  dispense  with  a  contract^  then  and  then  only,  can  they 
confirm  an  ill^al  and  void  contract,  and  then  also  by  any  ac- 
ceptance of  the  work  and  a  confirmation  of  the  contract  by  re- 
solution, they  repeal  the  statute  'pro  Juic  vice.  The  relation 
which  the  corporation  and  its  officers  bear  to  the  snbject,  the 
duties  they  owe  to  the  public,  and  those  upon  whom  the  bur- 
den is  to  £a11,  and  the  nature  of  the  powers  they  possess,  forbid 
us  to  concede  any  such  force  to  their  acts.  By  the  charter  the 
power  is  limited,  and  it  is  a  feuniliar  rule  that  corporations  can 
only  bind  themselves  by  contracts  they  are  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly authorized  to  make. 

It  may  sometimes  seem  a  hardship  upon  a  contractor  that 
aU  compensation  for  work  done,  ftc,  should  be  denied  him ; 
but  it  should  be  remembered  that  he,  no  less  than  the  officers 
of  the  corporation,  when  he  deals  in  a  matter  expressly  pro- 
vided for  in  the  charter,  is  bound  to  see  to  it  that  the  charter 
is  complied  with.  If  he  neglect  this,  or  choose  to  take  the  hass- 
ard,  he  is  a  mere  volunteer  and  sufiTers  only  what  he  ought  to 
have  anticipated.  If  the  statute  forbids  the  contract  which  he 
has  made,  he  knows  it,  or  ought  to  know,  before  he  places  his 
money  or  services  at  hazard. 

The  analogy  drawn  from  the  obligation  of  an  individual  to 
pay  for  work  which  he  accepts,  although  there  has  been  no 
previous  contract  for  its  performance,  wholly  fails  to  reach  the 
present  case.  Here,  neither  the  officers  of  the  corporation  nor 
the  corporation,  by  any  of  the  agencies  through  which  they 
act,  have  any  power  to  create  the  obligation  to  pay  for  the 
work,  except  in  the  mode  which  is  expressly  prescribed  in  the 
charter ;  and  the  law  never  implies  an  obligation  to  do  that 
which  it  forbids  the  party  to  agree  to  do. 

And  for  the  like  reason  the  defendants  cannot  be  treated  as 
ratifying  the  unauthorized  acts  of  its  agents.     The  difficulty  liea^ 
not  merely  in  the  want  of  original  power  in  the  agents  to  make  the 
contract,  but  in  the  want  of  pouter  in  the  corporation  itself  to  make 
the  contract  otherwise  than  in  the  mjode  prescribed  by  the  charter. 
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An  individual  having  power  to  make  a  contract  may  ratify  or 
affirm  it,  when  made  by  one  who  without  authority  assumes 
to  be  his  agent,  but  if  the  individual  have  himself  no  such 
power  he  can  no  more  bind  himself  retroactively  to  its  per- 
formance by  affirmance  or  ratification,  than  he  could  have  done 
so  prospectively  in  the  first  instance.  The  power  to  ratify  ex 
vi  termini^  implies  a  power  to  have  made  the  contract,  and  the 
power  to  ratify  in  a  particular  mode,  implies  the  power  to  have 
made  the  contract  in  that  manner. 

An  express  resolution  directing  the  plaintiff  to  perform  the 
work  would  not  have  been  valid  or  bound  the  defendants,  and 
a  resolution  in  any  terms  ratifying  what  is  done  by  the  officers 
of  the  corporation  in  violation  of  the  charter,  can  have  no 
greater  effect  (Boon  agt  The  City  of  Utica,  2  Barb.  R.  104 ; 
Blood  agt.  Goodrich^  12  Wend.  R.  104 ;  Hodges  agt  The  City 
of  Buffalo^  2  Denio  R.  113 ;  AfcOullough  agt  JMom,  5  JDenio 
R  567.) 

We  have  considered  the  case  without  noticing  a  further 
ground  of  objection  to  the  invalidity  of  the  plaintiff's  contract, 
and  what  was  done  in  relation  thereto,  viz :  that  the  general 
ordinances  of  the  city  were  violated  in  making  the  contract^ 
and  that  the  subsequent  acts  of  the  common  council  in  a  par- 
ticular case  cannot  be  regarded  as  giving  validity  to  an  act  in 
violation  of  those  ordinances,  and  that  those  ordinances  as 
effectually  exclude  the  idea  of  a  valid  ratification  of  what  was 
illegally  done  as  if  they  were  incorporated  in  the  charter.  In 
placing  our  opinion  upon  the  grounds  above  stated,  we  do  not 
design  to  express  any  opinion  upon  that  question. 

The  case  oiRuee  agt  The  Mayor^  Ac,  (December  special  term, 
1853,)  and  also  the  cases  of  Smith  agt.  The  Mayor,  Ac.,  (4  Sand- 
ford  Rep.  221,)  and  Christopher  et  al.  agt.  The  Mayor^  So.,  (18 
Barbour  Rep.  567,)  may  be  profitably  consulted  in  reference  to 
the  whole  subject  We  are  constrained  to  say  that  the  judg- 
ment herein  must  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  Costs 
to  abide  the  event 

Order  accordingly. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

FrAikmb  K  Wilson,  President  of  the  O^tdrill  Bank  «gt 
EoBBBT  A.  FoBSYTH  and  others. 


Tb9  qtiestion  in  this  caae  'W9S  whether  upon  a  oonceded  state  of  fiicta^  the  < 
was  a  proper  one  to  be  tried  by  the  court  or  &juryt 

Those  facts  were,  that  the  assignor,  at  the  time  he  executed  a  general  i 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  firandolently  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
assignee,  withheld  fix>m  the  assignee  a  portimi  of  his  property,  and  subsequentiy 
oonyerted  it  to  his  own  use ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  this  vitiated  the 
Hflslgnment? 

fTeU;  that  it  was  a  proper  question  for  the  determination  of  the  court    There  WM 
no  oocasion  for  the  intenrention  of  a  jury. 

Albany  Special  Term^  NovemheTy  1857. 

Motion  to  vacate  order. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  judgment  credi- 
tor of  James  C.  Forsyth,  to  set  aside  an  assignment  executed 
by  the  judgment  debtor  to  the  defendant  Bobert  A«  Forsyth. 
On  the  24th  of  April,  1866,  an  order  was  made  upon  a{^iioa- 
tion  of  the  plaintiff,  directing  that  the  question  involyed  iu 
the  pleadings,  whether  or  not  the  assignment  w^  made  with 
intent  to  hinder,  dday  or  defraud  creditors,  should  be  tried  by 
a  jury.  It  was  so  tried  in  November,  1856,  apd  the  trial  re- 
sulted in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  A  case  containing  excep- 
tions'having  been  made  by  the  defendant  Robert  A.  Forsytii, 
a  motion  was  made  at  the  Albany  general  t^rm,  held  in  March, 
1865,  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  in  May  foUowiqg,  an  order 
was  made  granting  a  new  trial. 

The  object  of  this  motion  was  to  vacate  the  order  of  the 
24th  of  April,  1865,  by  which  it  was  directed  that  the  issues 
in  the  action  be  tried  by  a  jury.  The  grounds  of  the  motiou 
sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  CQfurt. 

B.  H.  Yj^Q^forplainiiff. 

A.  J.  Parker,  for  defendant  R.  A,  Fojsyth. 
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Harris,  Justice.  It  appears  fh)m  the  history  of  the  trial 
which  has  already  been  had  in  this  action,  that  James  0.  For- 
syth, at  the  time  he  executed  the  assignment,  had  in  his  pos- 
session about  the  sum  of  $5,000  in  cash,  with  which  immedi- 
ately thereafter  he  absconded.  It  was  not  proved,  nor  is  it  now 
pretended,  that  the  assignee  had  any  knowledge  of  this  feet. 
The  single  question  upon  which  this  action  depends  is,  whether 
the  fact  that  the  assignor  at  the  time  he  executes  a  general  as- 
signment for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  fraudulently  and  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  the  assignee,  withholds  from  the  assignee 
a  portion  of  his  property,  and  subsequently  converts  it  to  his 
own  use,  vitiates  the  assignment  The  fects  being  undisputed, 
a  question  is  presented  for  the  determination  of  the  court 
There  is  no  occasion  for  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  upon  another  trial,  any  different  state  of  facts 
will  be  presented.  In  that  case,  there  would  be  nothing  for 
the  jury  to  decide.  It  would  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  according  to  the 
view  it  might  take  of  the  legal  effect  of  these  undisputed  facta. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  think  the  order  should  be  va-* 
cated.  It  is  not  a  proper  case  for  granting  costs  upon  the  nio* 
tion  to  either  party. 


SUPREME  COUBT. 
Charles  M.  Wolcott  agt  Samuel  B.  Sohknk. 

Before  any  proceedings  oaa  be  taken  to  remove  a  ienanii  (where  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  ezista,)  from  the  demised  promises  pursuant  to  the  act  en- 
titled ^'snmmaiy  proceedings 'to  recover  the  possession  of  lands,*'  Ac,  (2  iZ.  & 
755,)  it  is  incumbent  on  the  landlord  to  establish  three  additional  &ct8  by  the 
aflBdavit  upon  which  the  proceedings  are  founded : 

1.  That  the  rent  reserved  in  the  le  so  has  become  due  and  payabla  2.  That  its 
payment  has  been  duly  demanded.  And  3.  Tliat  default  has  been  made  in  its 
payment.  These  facta  must  be  properly  stated,  or  the  officer  has  no  power  to 
proceed.  # 
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When  there  is  a  peracmal  oovesant  of  the  lessee  for  the  pajinent  of  the  iwit,  a 
demand  of  payment  finam  him  personally,  either  upon  the  land  or  elsewheroi 
will  doubtless  be  a  good  demand  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Ia  this  case,  the  affidavit  of  the  landlord  stated  that  "  the  sum  of  $3S0  was  dqe 
and  payable  on  the  24th  day  of  September  instant;  that  deponent  en  that  daf 
demanded  said  rent  at  the  usual  place  of  business  of  said  Sehenk,  in  the  town 
of  Fisbkill,  of  his  agent,  who  informed  him  that  said  rent  oould  not  be  paid." 
Etid^  that  the  affidavit  was  radically  defective,  and  wholly  insufficient  to  sup- 
port the  Undlord*s  proceedings.  The  demand  was  made  at  the  lessee's  timui 
place  of  business^  not  on  the  premises^  and  of  his  agenif  without  saying  who  the 
agent  was,  or  what  was  the  nature  of  his  agenpy. 

Qestitution  of  the  premises  may  be  awarded  to  the  tenant,  although  the  lease  con- 
Uina  a  covenant  that  upon  failure  to  pay  the  rent  at  the  time  appointed,  the 
estate  of  the  lessee,  and  all  his  interest  in  the  demised  premises  should  from 
thenceforth  cease  and  be  absolutely  void.  Such  a  ooveoant  does  not  determine 
the  estate  of  the  lessee  and  make  It  absolutely  void.  It  becomes  by  the  omis- 
sbn  to  pay  the  rent  voidable  at  the  option  of  the  lessor,  for  whose  exclusive 
benefit  it  applies,  and  a  proper  demand  and  reftisal  to  pay  must  be  shown  to 
¥0idit 

T.  'hlcKlSQOCKj  far  (he  relator. 
J.  J.  MoNELL,  for  defendant 

Brown,  Justice  Samuel  B.  Schenk  was  removed  from  the 
poflsession  of  certain  premises  at  Fishkill,  in  the  county  of 
Dutchess,  by  virtue  of  proceedings  had  before  the  county 
judge  of  that  county,  upon  the  application  of  Charles  M.  Wol- 
cott  The  relation  of  Jandlord  and  tenant  existed  between 
them  by  virtue  of  the  lease  of  the  date  of  the  24th  of  March, 
1857.  Before  any  proceedings  could  be  taken  to  remove  the 
tenant  from  the  demised  premises,  pursuant  to  the  act  entitled 
'  summary  proceedings  to  recover  the  possession  of  lands,"  &c., 
(2  Bev,  Slat.  765,)  it  was  incumbent  on  the  landlord  to  estab- 
lish three  additional  facts  by  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  pro- 
ceedings were  founded.  1.  That  the  rent  reaerved  in  the  lease 
had  become  due  and  payable.  2.  That  its  payment  had  been 
duly  demanded.  And  8.  That  de&ult  had  been  made  in  its 
payment.  If  the  affidavit  omitted  to  state,  or  stated  insuffi- 
ciently either  of  these  facts,  the  judge  or  officer  had  no  power 
to  proceed. 
The  right  to  re-enter  for  the  non-payment  of  rent^  both  at  the 
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common  law  and  in  pursuanoe  of  the  statute,  i9  a  matter  stripi^ 
furis^  and  whoever  asserts  it^  ino3t  see  that  every  prerequisite 
to  its  exercise,  is  exactly  p^oimed.  It  is  a  right  which  the 
Jaw  will  enforce  but  will  not  fevor.  The  statute  requires  that 
^'  a  demand  of  such  rent  shall  have  been  made,"  and  it  n^es 
ibis  expression  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  at  the  common 
law.  We  shall  see  what  constitutes  a  good  demand,  by  ref- 
erence to  some  of  the  old  authorities.  ''  A  material  difference 
3ubsists  between  a  remedy  by  re-entry  and  a  remedy  by  ^is^ 
tress,  for  the  non-payment  of  rent.  Where  the  remedy  is  by 
way  of  re-entry  for  non-payment,  an  actual  demand  must  be 
made  previous  to  the  entry,  otherwise  it  is  tortious  and  tre§- 
pa^  would  lie,  because  a  condition  of  re-entry  is  in  derogatipu 
of  the  grant  And  the  estate  at  law  being  onpe  defeated,  19 
not  restored  by  any  subsequent  payment,  but  a  notice  of  dis- 
tress is  itself  a  demand."  (Shep.  Toudi.  148,  n.  1.)  "  Rent 
reserved  payable  yearly,  is  to  be  paid  on  the  land,  becaufie  th^ 
land  is  the  debtor,  and  that  is  the  place  of  demand  appointed 
by  law.  So  if  a  man  leases  rendering  rent,  and  the  les^ 
binds  himself  in  a  sum  to  perform  the  covenants,  this  does  qq^ 
alter  the  place  of  payment  of  the  rent,  for  it  may  be  tendered 
on  the  land  without  seeking  the  obligor,"  {Co.  Lit.  201  6») 
This  is  upon  the  principle  that  rent  ifi  a  profit  issuing  put  of 
lands  and  tenements  corporeal.  *'  Where  a  condition  of  r^ 
entry  is  reserved  for  non-payment  of  rent,  several  things  are 
required  by  the  common  law  to  be  previously  done  by  the  re- 
versioner to  entitle  him  to  re-enter.  1.  A  denqiand  must  be 
made  of  the  rent.  2.  The  demand  must  be  of  the  precise  rent 
due,  for  if  a  penny  more  or  less  be  demanded,  it  will  be  ill. 
8.  It  must  be  made  precisely  upon  the  day  on  which  the  rent 
is  due  and  payable  by  the  lease,  to  save  the  forfeiture,  as  when 
the  proviso  is,  that  if  the  rent  shall  be  behind  and  unpaid  by 
the  space  of  thirty  or  other  number  of  days,  after  the  days  of 
payment,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  lessor  to  re-enter.  A  de* 
mand  must  be  made  on  the  thirtieth  or  other  last  day.  4.  It 
must  be  made  at  a  convenient  time  before  sunset  6.  It  mi^t 
be  made  upon  the  land  and  at  the  most  notorious  place  of  % 
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unless  a  place  be  appointed  where  the  rent  is  payable,  in  which 
case  the  demand  must  be  made  at  such  place.  7.  A  demand 
must  be  made  in  fact,  and  so  averred  in  pleading,  although 
there  should  be  no  person  on  the  land  ready  to  pay  it,"  (1 
Saund.  287,  n.  16.) 

These  authorities  show  the  strictness  required  whenever  the 
reversioner  attempts  to  enforce  his  rights  of  re-entry  for  the 
non-payment.  Where  there  is  a  personal  covenant  of  the 
lessee,  as  in  this  case,  for  the  payment  of  the  rent,  a  demand 
of  payment  from  him  personally,  either  upon  the  land  or  else- 
where, would  doubtless  be  a  good  demand  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  In  the  case  of  Rogers  agt.  Lynde^  (14  WenddLy 
172,)  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  summons  was  issued,  stated 
that  the  agent  of  the  landlord  went  upon  the  demised  prem- 
ises and  demanded  payment  of  the  rent,  but  omitted  to  state  of 
whom  the  demand  was  made.  The  court  held,  that  inasmuch 
as  it  appeared  the  demand  was  made  upon  the  premises,  it 
would  infer  that  it  was  made  of  the  tenants  in  possession,  which 
would  be  sufficient  In  the  present  case,  the  affidavit  of  the 
landlord  states,  that  "  the  sum  of  $860  was  due  and  payable 
on  the  24th  day  of  September  instant,  that  deponent  on  that 
day  demanded  said  rent  at  the  usual  place  of  business  of  said 
Schenk,  in  the  town  of  Fishkill,  of  his  agent,  who  informed 
him  that  said  rent  could  not  be  paid."  The  demand  was  not 
made  of  the  lessee  personally,  nor  was  it  made  upon  the  de- 
mised premises.  It  was  made  at  the  lessee's  usual  place  of 
business,  and  of  his  agent,  without  saying  who  the  agent  was 
or  what  was  the  nature  of  his  agency.  The  person  of  whom 
the  demand  was  made,  may  have  been  the  lessee's  agent  for  a 
special  purpose,  or  for  many  purpases,  without  having  anj'  care 
over  or  connection  with  the  demised  premises,  or  any  duty  or 
authority  in  regard  to  their  occupation  or  the  payment  of  the 
rents  to  accrue  therefor.  The  usual  place  of  a  man's  business, 
is  a  term  of  very  significant  import  in  the  law  merchant.  And 
had  the  thing  demanded  been  the  payment  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change or  a  promissory  note,  the  place  of  demand  would  have 
been  unexceptionable. 
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But  the  law  of  real  property,  the  rights  of  landlords  and 
tenants,  the  rules  by  which  estates  are  forfeited,  divested  and 
confirmed,  stand  upon  other  grounds,  and  have  their  origin  in 
a  different  class  of  principlea  The  affidavit  in  the  particulars 
to  which  I  have  adverted,  is  radically  defective,  and  wholly 
insufficient  to  support  the  landlord's  proceedings.  What  is 
subsequently  stated,  does  not  supply  the  omission  or  cure  the 
defect.  Read  in  the  most  favorable  point  of  view  for  the  land- 
lord, it  amounts  to  no  more  than  hearsay,  and  information  de- 
rived from  others  that  the  tenant  admitted  the  rent  had  been 
demanded  and  he  had  refused  to  pay  it. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  by  the  counsel  for  the  landlord,  that 
there  can  be  no  restitution  of  the  premises  awarded,  because 
there  is  a  covenant  in  the  lease  that  upon  failure  to  pay  the 
rent  at  the  time  appointed,  the  estate  of  the  lessee,  and  all  his 
interest  in  the  demised  premises,  should  from  thenceforth  cease 
and  be  absolutely  void.  The  effect  of  such  a  covenant,  is  not 
I  think,  to  determine  the  estate  of  the  lessee,  and  make  it  ab- 
solutely void.  It  becomes  by  the  omission  to  pay  the  rent, 
voidable  at  the  option  of  the  lessor.  Any  other  rule  would 
enable  the  lessee  to  take  a  benefit  from  his  own  wrong.  The 
forfeiture  of  the  estate  which  may  follow  the  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rent  is  a  provision  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
lessor.  He  may  release  it  or  waive  it  by  the  acceptance  of  the 
i-ent  or  any  other  equivalent  act,  or  he  may  affirm  the  estate  of 
the  lessee  by  omitting  to  demand  payment  of  the  rent,  and  to 
follow  up  such  demand  by  the  necessary  measures  to  perfect 
his  right  of  re-entry,  and  resume  his  former  estate  in  the  prem- 
ises. {Clark  agt  Jones,  1  Denio,  516,  and  the  avihorities  there 
referred  to,) 

Nothing  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  record  to  show  that 
the  rent  has  been  demanded  and  payment  refused.  I  cannot 
therefore  say  that  the  estate  of  the  lessee  has  become  forfeited. 

The  proceedings  are  reversed,  and  restitution  awarded  to 
the  tenant  with  oosta 
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to  «&titto  'tk  pally  to  tuttwiary  prococtUnge^  {Lam  0/  1849,  eh,  193,)  to  ramore  « 
•ieuiat  fh>m  the  poBSMsion  of  jy^misea,  U  must  appear  tiiat  the  relatioiiof  lond- 
lord  and  (enant  exists. 

Hdd  in  this  case,  that  the  agreement  entered  into,  (which  Is  Aillj  set  out  in  the 
case,)  for  the  occupation  and  iV'orking  the  farm,  diridingthe  products  and  shar- 
%ig  the  expenses,  Ac,  did  not  create  tlie  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant^  but 
made  the  parties  to  it  ienanta  in  coni7no%  not  onlj  of  the  products  of  the  farm 
and  the  remaining  profits,  but  of  the  farm  also. 

But  assuming  that  the  agreement  was  a  lease  and  created  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant,  and  if  the  reservation  of  '*  one-third  of  all  the  remsdningprofits,**  ftc., 
was  to  be  considered  rent  reseryed,  then  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  ten- 
«nt  bjr  oontiniihig  in  possession,  had  turned  his  lease  for  an  uncertain  term  into 
A  lease  flrom  year  to  year. 

The  statute  authorizes  these  proceedings  agamst  three  classes  of  tenants,  to  wit: 
tenants  at  will,  at  sufferance  and  for  years ;  but  does  not  include  those  who  are 

'    MricUy  tenants  fmm  year  to  yedr. 

Bat  the  statute  inoludes  two  kinds  of  tenants  at  wiU,  1,  A  strict  tenancy  ait  will 
M  at  oommoQ  law.  2.  A  tenanoj  ai  will  from  year  to  year.  The  first  nugr  be 
terminated  ai  any  Hme  that  a  partj  wills,  by  giving  one  month's  notice  in  writ- 
ing. The  second  may  be  terminated  at  Vte  end  of  any  year  that  a  party  wills, 
by  ^ving  one  month's  notice  in  writing,  letminaHng  wUh  the  year. 

If  the  relatidiof  landlord  and  tenant  existed  in  this  case  between  the  parties  to 
this  proceeding,  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant  must  be  considered  a  tenant  at 
will  from  year  to  year,  and  was  entitled  to  one  month's  notice  to  quit,  termina- 
ting with  the  year,  whidi  was  not  given.  Besides,  the  notice  given  was  insuf- 
ficient also,  for  the  reason  that  It  did  not  fix  any  day  or  time,  expressly  or  by 
say  description,  for  the  defendant  to  quit.    Proceedings  dismiassd. 

Summary  Pfoceedings,  April  IQili,  1858. 

On  tbe  ITtli  day  of  February,  1855,  Gilbert  Wright,  senior, 
tbe  fether  of  the  plaintiflF,  owned  and  occupied,  in  the  town  and 
county  of  Saratoga,  a  farm  consisting  of  one  hundred  and 
fifteen  acres  of  land ;  and  on  that  day  entered  into  a  written 
agreement  with  the  defendant  in  the  following  language : 

"  It  is  agreed  between  Gilbert  Wright,  of  the  first  part,  and 
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Josepli  Mosher  of  the  second  part,  as  follows :  the  said  Gilbert 
Wright  agrees  to  let  his  farin  where  he  now  lives,  to  J.  Mosher, 
as  follows — ^to  make  but  one  family,  live  all  together  off  of  the 
products  of  the  farm,  the  said  Gilbert  to  have  one-third  of  all 
the  remaining  profits,  and  the  said  Joseph  to  have  two-thirds, 
the  said  Gilbert  to  pay  tax  on  the  said  ferm,  the  said  Joseph 
to  pay  the  road  tax ;  each  one  of  the  above  named  persons  to 
pay  half  for  grass  seed  and  plaster,  the  said  Gilbert  to  keep 
one  horse  on  the  said  farm  for  his  own  use,  the  said  Joseph  to 
keep  teams  to  work  the  farm,  and  all  other  stock ;  the  said  ' 
Gilbert  to  furnish  one-third,  and  the  said  Joseph  two-thirds ; 
and  the  said  Gilbert  to  give  the  said  Joseph  the  interest  on  a 
certain  note  which  I  hold  against  the  said  Joseph  of  seven 
hundred  and  fiflytwo  dollars,  as  long  as  the  said  Joseph  shall 
work  the  farm ;  each  one  to  find  his  proportion  of  seed  to  sow 
and  plimt  the  &rnL    Dated  Saratoga,  February  17th,  1855. 

"Gilbert  Wright, 
"Joseph  Mosher." 

The  defendant  immediately  entered  upon  the  premises  un- 
der this  agreement,  and  still  remains  there.  On  the  12th  day 
of  March,  1857,  Wright,  senior,  executed  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  to  the  plaintiff,  an  agreement  in  writing,  to  sell  and  con- 
vey the  premises  to  the  plaintiff  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
April,  1858,  for  $5,500.  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement, 
Wright,  senior,  did  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  1857,  convey 
the  premises  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  warranty  deed.  The  defend- 
ant had  notice  ot  such  agreement  and  conveyance.  On  the 
first  day  of  November,  1857,  Wright,  sen.,  died. 

On  the  11th  day  of  March,  1868,  the  plaintiff  caused  a  no- 
tice in  writing  to  be  served  on  the  defendant,  requiring  him 
to  remove  from  the  premises ;  but  Mosher  still  continues  in 
possession  of  the  premises,  without  the  permission  and  against 
the  will  of  the  plaintiff.  On  the  I8th  day  of  April,  1858,  the 
plaintiff  od  an  affidavit  setting  forth  the  above  fiicts,  applied 
to  the  judge  of  Saratoga  county,  for  a  summons  against  the  de- 
fendant, under  the  act  in  relation  to  summary  proceedings,  &c. 
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{Laws  1849,  cA.  193.)  The  summons  made  returnable  on  the 
17th  day  of  April,  was  issued.  On  that  day  the  parties  ap- 
peared, and  by  their  consent,  the  proceedings  were  adjourned 
to  the  19th  day  of  April,  on  which  day  they  again  appeared, 
and  the  defendant's  counsel  interposed  objections  to  the  plain- 
tiff's affidavit. 

Pond  &  Lester, /?r  Ae  plaintiff. 
A.  BocKESj^r  (he  defendant 

McKean,  County  Judge.  To  entitle  a  party  to  this  sum- 
mary remedy,  it  must  appear  that  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  exists.  This  is  well  settled.  {Benjamin  9^  Benjamin^ 
1  Seld.  387,  888.)  Did  the  agreement  set  forth  above,  create 
that  relation  ?  In  Penfield  agt.  Rich^  (1  Wend.  385,)  Suther- 
land, Justice,  says :  "  The  mills  were  occupied  by  Gelson,  on 
shares ;  by  which  I  understand  that  the  net  profits  were  to  be 
divided  between  him  and  the  plaintiff."  "  It  was  a  holding 
or  working  of  the  mills  for  a  share  of  the  profits.  During  this 
period,  I  am  inclined  to  think  Penfield  and  Oelson  must  be 
considered  as  having  been  tenants  in  common  in  the  miUs  as 
well  as  the  j?ro^te."  In  Bradish  agt.  Schenckj  (8  John,  151,)  "  it 
was  proved  that  one  Ciniiss  took  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
planted  it  with  com  upon  shares."  The  court  say,  "  letting 
land  upon  shares,  if  for  a  single  crop,  is  no  lease  of  the  land. 
Schenck  and  Curiiss  were  tenants  in  common  of  the  corn." 
Referring  to  this  doctrine,  Cowen,  Justice,  in  Putnam  agt. 
Wise^  (1  Hill^  245,)  says:  "It  is  difficult  to  perceive  why  the 
same  form  of  contract  for  two  or  more  years,  would  not  con- 
tinue the  relation  of  tenants  in  common  for  the  whole  time." 
In  Penfield  agt.  Eichj  the  tenancy  in  common  did  continue  sev- 
eral years.  In  Putnam  agt.  Wise,  the  agreement  read :  "  The 
parties*  of  the  first  part,  do  by  these  presents  lease,  and  to  farm 
let,"  &c.,  and  provided  that  the  parties  of  the  first  part  were 
to  furnish  the  plaster  to  be  used,  one-half  the  grass  seed  and 
grain  for  sowing  and  planting,  and  were  to  have  certain  sheep 
kept  on  the  farm.    The  parties  of  the  second  part  were  to  feed 
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the  said  sheep,  tbey  to  have  one-half  the  wool,  and  deliver  the 
other  half  to  the  other  parties,  and  were  "  to  yield,  pay  and 
give  unto  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  one-half  of  all  the  grain 
raised  by  them  on  the  said  farm."  Cowjbn,  Justice,  speaking 
of  the  agreement  says :  "  Its  words  are  in  nearly  the  common 
form  of  a  lease."  But  he  adopts  with  approbation  the  lan- 
guage of  Woodfall :  "  The  most  proper  and  aiUheniic  form  of 
words  may  be  overcome  by  a  contrary  intent  appearing  in  the 
deed  of  demise,"  and  holds  that  the  parties  to  the  agreement 
were  tenants  in  common. 

I  think  that  the  agreement  under  consideration,  made  the 
parties  to  it  tenants  in  commxm^  not  Only  of  the  "  products  of 
the  farm,"  and  the  "remaining  profits,"  but  of  the  fiirm  also. 
[See  De  Mott  agt.  Hagerman^  8  Cow.  220 ;  Caswell  agt.  Districh, 
15  Wend.  379;  Dinehart  agt.  Wilsm,  15  Bark  595;  4  Kenis 
Com.  95 ;  Tayhr^s  Land.  Jk  Ten.  sec.  24 ;  Mayhew  agt.  StUlkj 
26  Mig.  Law  &  Eq.  Rep.  189.) 

But  in  order  further  to  consider  the  case,  I  will  assume  that 
the  agreement  is  a  lease,  and  creates  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  The  question  then  arises,  what  is  the  nature  of 
the  tenancy  ?  Is  it  a  tenancy  for  years  ?  a  tenancy  at  will  ? 
a  tenancy  at  dufiferance  ?  or  a  tenancy  firom  year  to  year  7  It 
will  be  well  very  briefly  to  consider  the  nature  of  these  differ- 
ent kinds  of  tenancies. 

A  lease  for  any  fixed  and  determinate  period  of  time,  whe- 
ther it  be  for  a  year,  a  quarter  of  a  year,  half  a  year,  or  sev- 
eral years,  creates  what  is  called  a  tenancy  ^r  years.  (2  Bl 
Com.  140, 143 ;  4  KenCs  Com.  85.)  The  agreement  in  this  case, 
does  not  specify  how  long  the  tenancy,  if  such  it  be,  was  to 
continue. 

"  An  estate  at  will,  is  where  one  man  lets  land  to  another 
to  hold  at  the  will  of  the  lessor."  (4  KeiiCs  Com.  Ill ;  2  Bl 
Com.  145.)  "  If  the  tenant  be  placed  on  the  land  without  any 
terms  prescribed  or  rent  reserved,  and  as  a  mere  occupier,  he  \s 
strictly  a  tenant  at  will.  (4  Kents  Com.  114 ;  Post  agt  Post^ 
14  Barb.  223.)  "  When  a  person  takes  possession  of  land  by  the 
license  of  the  owner,  for  an  indeterminate  period,  without  any 
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l^Qt  reserved,  he  is  a  remaining  instance  of  tbe  old  strict  cotf^ 
itoon  law  tenancy  at  will."  {Doe  agt.  Barker^  4  Ikv.  K  OL 
Rep.  220.)  In  Jadkaon  agt.  Bradt^  (2  Cbttie^,  147,)  Kbnt,  Jiift- 
tice,  says :  "  The  circumstances  under  whidi  tbe  defendant 
was  placed  on  the  premises,  prove  him  to  have  been  strictly  a 
tenant  at  will.  There  were  no  terms  prescribed,  nor  any  rent 
reserved,  or  demanded,  or  paid." 

But  in  the  agreement  in  question,  terms  are  prescribed,  and 
if  the  agreement  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  lease,  rent  is  reserved* 
The  defendant  is,  therefore,  not  a  common  law  tenant  at  wiU. 

A  tenant  at  sufferance  is  one  who  comes  into  the  possesaion 
of  land  lawfully,  and  after  his  estate  is  ended,  wrongfully  con* 
tinues  in  possession.  (2  Bl.  Com.  150 ;  4  Ken£e  Com.  lid.) 
There  is  no  provision  in  the  agreement  that  the  estate  should 
end  at  any  particular  time.  Therefore,  Mosher  has  not  wrong- 
fully continued  in  possession,  unless  the  plaintiff  or  his  father, 
terminated  by  some  act,  his  lawful  term.  It  was  by  the  deed, 
and  not  the  death  of  his  father,  that  the  plaintiff  acquired  what- 
ever rights  he  may  have  as  against  the  defendants  Nothing 
was  done  to  terminate  Mosher's  term,  till  the  11th  day  of 
March,  1868.  He  remained  on  the  premises  lawfully  till  l^t 
day,  at  aU  events.  On  that  day  a  notice  was  served  on  him^ 
requiring  him  to  remove  firom  the  premised.  The  statute  reads 
thus :  "  Whenever  there  is  a  tenancy  at  will  or  hy  sufferance^ 
created  by  the  tenant's  holding  over  his  term  or  otherwise,  the 
same  may  be  terminated  by  the  landlord's  giving  one  month's 
tiotice  in  writing  to  the  tenant,  requiring  him  to  remove  there>- 
from."  {Sec.  7,  title  4,  ch.  1  of  part  2ofB.  S.)  I  have  shown 
that  a  common  law  tenancy  at  will,  does  not  exist  between  the 
parties,  and  as  the  defendant  was  lawfully  in  possession,  and 
was  not  wrongfully  holding  over  his  term  on  the  11th  day  of 
Marcb,  it  follows  that  there  was  no  tenancy  at  sufferance,  at 
that  time ;  and  if  not  then,  there  is  not  now ;  for  the  statute 
tiotice  of  a  month,  is  provided  to  ierminaU^  not  to  create  a  ton* 
ancy  at  will  or  by  suff^^ance. 

"  The  reservation  of  an  annual  rentj  is  the  leading  ciroutn- 
stance  that  turns  leases  for  uncertain  irmis  into  leases /rom^eaf 
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(0  year.  If  the  tenant  holds  over  by  consent  given,  either  ei- 
preasly  ot  constructively,  after  the  deierminaiion  of  a  lease  Jbr 
years,  it  is  construed  to  be  a  tenancy  ^m  year  to  year.  A  ten- 
ant for  one  year  holding  over,  (by  consent  of  his  landlord,)  is 
a  tenant yrom  year  to  yearP  (4  Keats  Com,  112,  114 ;  Jack- 
son  agt.  Rradt,  2  Caines,  174 ;  Nichols  agt  WiUiams,  8  Cow. 
13  ;  Jackson  agt.  Salmon,  4  Wend.  827.) 

If  the  agreement  in  question  is  a  lease,  if  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant  does  exist  between  the  parties,  and  if  the  res- 
ervation of  "  one-third  of  all  the  remaining  profits,"  &c.,  is  to 
be  considered  as  annual  rent  reserved ;  then  it  would  seem  to 
follow,  that  by  continuing  in  possession^  the  defendant  has 
turned  his  lease  for  an  uncertain  term,  into  a  lease  from  year 
to  year,  or  something  very  much  resembling  it 

But  does  the  statute  make  any  provision  for  summary  pro- 
ceedings  against  a  tenant  who  is  strictly  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year  ?  It  provides  thus :  "  Any  tenant  or  lessee  at  will,  or  at 
sufferance,  or  for  any  part  of  a  year,  or  for  one  or  more  years, 
&c.,  may  be  removed,"  &o.  {Laws  1849,  ch.  198,  §  1.)  The 
words,  "  for  any  part  of  a  year,  or  for  one  or  more  years," 
mean  the  same  as  ''  for  years,"  as  I  have  shown  above.  The 
statute,  therefore,  authorizes  these  proceedings  against  three 
classes  of  tenants,  namely :  tenants  at  will,  at  sufferance,  and 
for  years ;  but  does  not  seem  to  include  those  who  are  strictly 
tenants  from  year  to  year.  Is  the  defendant,  however,  if  a 
tenant  at  all,  technically  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  and  noth- 
ing else?  In  Post  agt.  Post,  (14  Barh.  257,)  Hand,  Justicej 
says :  "  A  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  so  long  as  both  parties 
shall  respectively  please,  is  in  one  sense,  a  tenancy  at  wiU ; 
but  must*  be  terminated  at  the  end  of  the  year  by  proper  no- 
tice. What  notice  is  requisite  to  terminate  an  estate  from  year 
to  year,  at  the  will  of  the  parties,  it  is  not  now  necessary  to 
decide."     {See  also  Prouty  agt.  Prouty,  5  IIow.  P.  Rep.  81.) 

I  am  of  tfie  opinion  that  the  statute  includes  two  kinds  of 
tenancies  at  will.  1.  A  strict  tenancy  at  will,  as  at  common 
law.    2.  A  tenancy  at  wUlfrom  year  to  year. 

The  first  may  be  terminated  at  any  time  that  a  party  wills, 
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by  giviog  one  month's  notice  iu  writing.  The  second  may  be 
terminated  at  the  end  of  any  year  that  a  party  wills,  by  giving 
one  month's  notice  in  writing,  terminaiing  with  Hie  year. 

In  Post  agt.  Post^  Justices  Willard  and  Hand  agreed  that 
a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  could  be  terminated  only  at  the 
end  of  the  year.  Justice  Willard  thought,  however,  that 
no  notice  would  be  necessary  before  instituting  summary  pro- 
ceedings, and  cited  Nichols  agt  Williams^  which,  however,  was 
before  the  Eevised  Statutes.  Hand,  Justice,  thought  notice 
would  be  necessary.  But  as  Post  agt.  Post  was  a  case  strictly 
of  tenancy  at  will,  the  question  of  notice  before  summary  pro- 
ceedings in  case  of  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  was  not  adjudi- 
cated. The  rule  held  by  the  court  for  the  correction  of  errors, 
in  Anderson  agt.  Prindlsj  (28  Wend.  616,)  would  require  that 
a  month's  notice  to  quit  at  the  end  of  some  year,.counting  from 
the  commencement  of  the  tenancy,  must  be  given,  before  sum- 
mary proceedings  can  be  maintained. 

If  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  exists  between  the 
parties  to  this  proceeding,  I  think  the  defendant  must  be  con- 
sidered a  tenatit  at  will  ftx)m  year  to  year,  and  was  entitled  to 
OQo  month's  notice  to  quit,  terminating  with  the  year.  No 
such  notice  was  given.  The  tenancy,  if  tenancy  it  is,  com- 
menced on  ,the  17th  day  of  Februaryy  1856.  The  notice  to 
quit,  was  served  on  the  11th  day  of  March^  1858, 

The  notice  was  insufficient  for  another  reason.  It  did  not 
fix  any  day  or  time,  expressly  or  by  any  description,  for  the 
defendant  to  quit  {Currier  agt  Barker ^  2  Chay*s  Mass.  Bep. 
224.) 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  whether  the  agreement  between 
Wright,  senior,  and  the  defendant,  be  regarded  as  making 
them  tenants  in  common,  or  as  creating  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant,  in  either  case,  the  proceedings  must  be  dia- 
missed. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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SUPBEME  COUET. 

Frederick  W.  Bokee  agt.  John  W.  Hamersley  and  Ed- 
ward Stone. 

Tiic  only  cases  in  which  the  court  will  interfere  bj  w^unetUm  to  stay  summary 
proceedings  between  landlord  and  tenant,  is :  1st  Where  there  has  been  fraud 
or  collusion.  2d.  Where  the  justice  has  not  obtained  jurisdiction,  by  want  of 
the  necessary  preUminaxy  steps  or  other  cause,  and  3d.  Whore  the  tenant,  from 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  is  precluded  from  setting  up  his  defence 
before  the  justice. 

In  all  other  cases,  the  only  remedy  of  the  tenant  is  by  cerUaraH  to  this  court,  by 
which  it  is  now  settled,  {Benjamin  agt  Benjamviy  1  Sdd,  383,)  that  the  court 
has  full  power  to  examine  upon  the  merits^  eveiy  decision  of  the  judge  upon  a 
question  of  law,  and  to  affirm,  reverse  or  quash  the  proceedings,  as  justice  may 
require. 

A  voluntaiy  assignee  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  cannot  bo  presumed 

_  to  have  accepted  the  transfer  of  a  lease  of  premises  for  a  term  of  years  held  by 
the  latter  as  lessee,  without  son  •  positive  act  indicating  his  acceptance,  and  eti- 
pccially  so,  where  the  assignment  does  not  specify  the  premises.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  such  evidenco  of  acceptance  by  the  assignee, 'the  landlord  is  not 
obliged  to  reoognize  him  as  the  tenant,  so  as  to  make  it  necessary  to  demand 
ihe  rent  from  him.  A  demand  of  the  lessee  and  tenant  in  possession,  is  suffi- 
cient m  such  case. 

To  entitle  a  lessee  or  tenant  to  the  redemption  of  the  unexpired  term  of  the  lease 
under  the  statute,  where  judgment  has  been  rendered  in  these  sumraary  pro- 
ceedings, it  must  appear  tliat  the  unexpired  term  of  the  lease  exceeds  five  years 
at  the  time  of  issuing  the  warrant ;  and  that  the  rents  and  costs  have  boon  prop- 
erly tendered,  or  security  offered  within  ten  days  for  the  payment  thereof.  And 
this  is  so  although  the  lease  may  contain  a  conditional  covenant  of  renewal  by 
the  landlord  for  a  farther  term  of  years,  after  the  expiration  of  the  firat 

Niew  -  York  Special  Term^  October,  1858. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  claiming  to  be  tho 
owner  of  the  leasehold  estate  at  the  corner  of  John  and  Wil- 
liam streets,  in  the  city  of  New- York,  for  an  injunction  re- 
straining said  defendant  Hamersley,  from  interfering  in  said 
premises,  and  also  restraining  defendant  Stone,  from  paying 
any  rent  for  said  premises,  to  said  Hamersley,  and  that  both 
defendants  be  restrained  from  interfering  with  the  plaintiff's 
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rights  in  the  premises,  nntil  the  further  order  of  the  court ; 
and  also,  that  a  judgment  be  made  in  this  action,  declaring  all 
the  summary  proceedings  taken  by  the  defendant  Hamersley, 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  void,  &c.,  or  that  the  plain- 
tiff be  at  liberty  to  redeem  the  premises  from  such  judgment, 
on  paying  the  amount  of  rent  and  ooets,  &c.,  in  ten  days ;  and 
praying  for  a  receiver,  %* 

The  answer  denied  that  the  plaintiff  became  the  owner  of 
said  leasehold  premises  as  in  the  complaint  alleged ;  that  the 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  thereto  was  merely  colorable,  that  he  pre- 
tend^ to  h^ve  derived  the  same  from  bis  father,  David  A. 
Bokee,  some  years  since,  without  any  beneficial  interest  in  him- 
self, and  upon  some  alleged  trust  for  creditors,  which  so  far  as 
related  to  said  premises  he  had,  in  fact,  neither  performed  nor 
assumed ;  and  said  David  A.  Bokee,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  was 
up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  summary  proceed- 
ings for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  said  premises,  both  the 
ostensible  and  actual  manager  and  owner  of  said  premises,  and 
as  the  original  lessee  thereof,  was  the  person  primarily  liable 
to  pay  the  rents  reserved  by  the  lease,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
not  in  the  oocupanoy  of  said  premises,  or  any  part  of  them,  &c. 
The  answer  also  alleged,  that  the  rent  was  demanded  of  said 
David  A.  Bokee,  and  also  of  the  defendant  Edward  Stone,  the 
principal  under  lessee  and  occupant^  on  instituting  such  sum- 
mary proceedings,  &c.  Also,  that  the  plaintiff  was  served 
with  the  summons  and  had  notice  of  such  summary  proceed- 
ings, and  that  the  plaintiff  and  said  David  A.  Bokee,  and  said 
Edward  Stone,  appeared  before  the  justice  at  the  time  required, 
to  show  cause,  either  by  attorney  or  in  person,  &c.  The  plain- 
tiff moved  for  the  injunction,  &c.,  in  this  action. 

Waring  &  SiDELL,>br  plmnitff. 

Man  &  Parsons, /or  defendants,  argued  the  following  points: 
L  The  summary  proceedings  are  conclusive.    Plaintiff  was 
regularly  made  party,  and  served  with  the  summons,  and  ap- 
peared by  counsel ;  and  as  he  adnuta  in  his  complaint^  acted 
hy  advice  in  not  defending  it 
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The  proceedings  were  in  all  respects  regular.  The  justice 
had  jurisdiction,  and  if  plaintiif  had  any  cause  tp  show  to  the 
contrary,  he  shpuld  have  shown  it  then.  It  is  now  a  final  and 
definitive  judgment,  and  the  proper  and  only  remedy  to  avoid 
it,  is  by  certiorari.  Plaintifll^^|lmits  full  notice ;  for  he  says  in 
his  complaint,  that  "he  was  ad^ited  not  to  interfere  with  said 
Hamersley,  in  said  proceedings  bbfhu^aid  justice."  Why  did 
he  not  then  assert  his  claims,  and  pay  or  offer  the  rent,  or 
give  security  to  pay  in  ten  days  ?    {Laivs  1867,  cA,  684,  §  4.) 

II.  The  demand  of  rent  may  be  made  of  the  tenant  in  poe- 
seeaion,  although  he  be  neither  lessee  uor  assignee  of  the  lease. 
{Rogers  agt  Lynds^  li  Wend.  172.)  The  better  course  is  to 
demand  it  of  the  person  "  owing  "  the  rent.  This  seems  to  be 
the  proper  construction  of  sub.  2  of  §  28.  (2  R.  S,  4^  ed.  p. 
766.)  Though  as  Judge  Sutherland  said,  in  14  Wend:  172, 
^^  The  statute  does  not  distinctly  say  of  whom  demand  shall  1^ 
made."  As  the  statute  provides,  that  the  demand  by  giving 
three  days'  notice'ti)  pay,  may  be  served  on  the  person  "  owing  " 
the  rent,  it  is  fair  to  ilfcr  that  the  direct  demand  may  be  made 
upon  the  samej^jgdiiH 

(2  R.  S.  iihWF^^  §  28,  2d  sub.)  "  Where  such  person 
shall  hold  over  without  swch  permission  as  aforesaid,  after  any 
default  in  the  payment  of  rent,^ursuant  to  the  agreement  un- 
der which^'^ch  premises  are  held,  and  a  demand  of  such  rent 
shall  have%m.  made.^  or  three  days^  notice  in  toriting,  requiring 
the  payment  of  such  rent  or  the  possession  of  the  premises,  shall 
have  been  served  by  the  person  entitled  to  such  rent,  on  the 
persons  owing  the  sams^  in  the  manner  prescribed  for  the  ser- 
vice of  the  summons  in  the  82d  section  of  this  title." 

III.  There  is  no  ground  of  equity  jurisdiction  in  this  case. 
1st.  It  is  not  a  case  for  redemption  under  the  statute,  for  the 
lease  had  less  than  five  years  to  run,  when  the  warrant  issued. 
[See  Answer  and  the  Lease^  and  see  2  R.  S.  4dh  ed.  760,  §  54.) 
**^  If  the  unexpired  term  of  the  lease  under  which  the  premises 
are  held,  exceeds  five  years  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  warrant, 
the  lessee,  his  assigns,  &c.,  may  at  any  time  within  one  year 
alter  possession  shall  have  been  delivered,  pay  or  tender  aU 
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rent  tlien  in  arrear,  and  all  costs,  &c.,  and  in  sucli  case,  the 
premises  shall  be  restored,"  &e.  There  has  been  no  tender  of 
rent  and  costs.  2d.  Besides,  the  statute  has  prescribed  the 
,.  T§meAj  by  certiorari^  and  this  coiyi;  will  not  interfere  as  a  conrt 
of  equity,  where  an  adcqui^  Mj^lldy  exists  at  law,  or  is  given 
by  statute.  Besides,  it  is  'droenf  Ufat  the  remedy  by  certiorari 
was  intejijj^  to^e'excUirffB^and  that  courts  of  equity  should 
ndf -ihl^rfere  by  injunction.  (2  R.  S.  4:A  ed.  759,  §  47.)  The 
supremiB  court  ^ay  award  a  certiorari  tor  the  purpose  of  ex- 
aminiiig  any  adjudication  made  on  any  application  hereby  au- 
thorized. But  the  proceedings  on  such  ajopKcation  shall  not  be 
stayed  or  superseded  by  suchvyrit  of  certiorari^  or  anyjother  writ 
or  order  of  any  court  qfr' officer J^  {See  Smith  agt.  Af&ffai,  1  Barh. 
66,  70.)  The  remedy  by  certiorari  is  quite  adequate.  The 
cerdioirari  brings  up  all  the  facts  and  evidence  which  are  noces* 
sary  "  to  enable  the  court  to  determine  any  point  of  jurisdic- 
tion or  ether  question  of  law  arising,  on  the  proceedii\g5." 
{Rathbun  agt.  Sawyer^  15  Wend,  462  y-  S^fpnin  agt.  Benjamin, 
1  SeM.  383  ;  Anderson's^.  Prindle,  "^Sti'end! Q16 ;  Post  agt. 
Nibh,  26  Wmd,  283 ;  Bucic  agt.  Bimnmjj^^rh.  Sftl.)  No 
pecidiar  ground  for  equitable  relie/  {sx}fi£ml^fSi'j  collusion  or 
the  like)  is  alleged "5  nor  B.ny  ri^&c^^^y'B,  c(^liorari  would 
not  lie,  and  be  as  eflfectual  asfliis  suit  could  Ije,.       ^^ 

IV.  Plaintiff  .had  no  acttial  interest  in  the.  ragfeiises,  and 
neither  acted  hiiiself  nor  was  treated  by  otheraJaWfisee  of  the 
premises.  He  wa^  under  the. conveyance  from  D.  A.  Bokee, 
a  mere  voluntary  assignee  in  trust  for  creditors.  The  assign- 
ment did  not  specify  these  premises,  and  the  plaintiff  exer- 
cised no  act  of  ownership  to  make  himself  liable  utjder  the 
covenants  of  the  lease ;  he  was  not  in  possession ;  ho  paid 
neither  rent  nor  taxes ;  collected  no  ronts  and  made  no  effort 
to  sell ;  but  left  the  entire  control  to  D.  A.  Bokee.  It  is  evi- 
dent, therefore,wthat  it  was  not  necessary  to  demand  rent  of 
plaintiff.  A  voluntary  assignee  in  trust  for  creditors,  cannot 
be  presumed  to  have  accepted  the  transfer  of  a  lease,  (thus 
making  himself  liable  for  rents,  &c.)  The  rents  and  covenants 
may  render  the  lease  worse  tlian  valueless  to  croditoi-s.    There- 
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fore,  in  the  language  of  the  cases^  {as  dted  in  Taybr^s  LancBord 
and  Tenantj  §  468,)  tlie  assignee  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  "  had 
a  reasonable  time  to  decide  whether  the  leasehold  property  can 
be  made  available  for  the  benefit  of  creditors."  Besides,  thd 
lease  contains  a  danse  prohibiting  any  assignment  of  it,  and  the 
lessor  Gonld  not  be  bound  to  take  an^  notice  of  an  assignments 
Certified  copy  of  the  summary  proceedings  is  evidence.  {Laws 
1867,  ^^Ad  to  reduce  ads  m  relaiian  to  district  caurts,^^  Jte.f 
§64.) 

Clbrkb,  Justice.  The  court  will  never  interfere  by  injunc- 
tion, in  these  summary  proceedings  between  landlord  and  ten- 
ant,  except  where  there  has  been  fraud  or  .collusion,  or  where 
the  justice  has  not  obtained  jurisdiction  by  want  of  the  neces- 
sary  preliminary  steps,  or  other  cause,  or  except  where  the 
tenant  from  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  (as  in  Fot 
loton  agt  SeigneU^  2  Abbott^  141,)  is  precluded  from  setting  up 
his  defence  before  the  justice.  Otherwise,  the  only  remedy 
for  the  tenant  is  by  certiorari  to  this  court ;  by  which  it  is  now 
setfled  that  we  have  full  power  to  examine  upon  the  merits 
every  decision  of  the  judge  upon  a  question  of  law,  and  to  af- 
firm, reverse  or  quash  the  proceedings,  as  justice  may  require. 
{Benjarrdn  agt  Benjamin,  1  Selden,  888.) 

The  only  possible  ground  for  the  extraordinary  interference 
of  this  court  by  injunction  in  the  present  case,  is  1st  That 
the  plaintiff  is  now  the  actual  tenant  under  the  lease,  being  the 
assignee  of  David  A.  Bokee,  the  lessee,  and  that  the  demand 
required  by  the  statute  was  not  made  on  him,  but  only  on 
David  A.  Bokee,  and,  2dly.  That  this  is  an  action  under  §  64 
of  the  statute,  which  allows  the  lessee  or  his  assigns,  at  any 
time  within  one  year  to  redeem,  where  the  unexpired  term  of 
the  lease  exceeds  five  years  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  warrant, 
by  paying  or  tendering  all  rent  in  arrear  and  all  costs. 

L  With  regard  to  the  first  ground,  it  appears  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  general  assignee  of  all  the  lessee's  real  and  personal 
estate,  in  trust  for  his  creditors.  The  assignment  does  not 
specify  these  premises ;  the  plaintiff  never  took  possession  of 

Vol.  XVL  80 


466    '  NEW-YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Bokee  agt  Hamerdejr. 

them ;  he  paid  neither  rent  nor  taxes,  collected  no  rents,  made 
no  effort  to  sell ;  he  left  the  whole  control  to  1%  lessee,  who  is 
his  &ther ;  and  in  short,  he  exercised  no  act  of  ownership,  to 
make  himself  liable  under  the  covenants  of  the  lease.  A  vol- 
untary assignee  in  trust  for  creditors,  cannot  be  presumed  to 
have  accepted  the  transfer  of  the  lease,  without  some  positive 
act  indicating  his  acceptance ;  because  by  acceptance  he  may 
make  himself  personally  liable  for  payment  of  rent  and  fulfil- 
ment of  other  covenants,  and  the  lease  may  be  detrimental  to 
the  interests  of  the  creditors.  I  do  not  think,  therefore,  that 
the  landlord  was  obliged  to  recognize  him  as  the  tenant,  so  as  to 
make  it  necessary  to  demand  the  rent  from  him.  Besides,  he 
was  summoned  as  a  party  to  the  proceedings  before  the  justice, 
he  appeared,  made  no  objection,  that  I  can  perceive,  and  cer- 
tainly set  up  no  defence.  He  had  an  opportunity  after  judg- 
ment under  §  44,  to  apply  to  have  the  warrant  stayed  by  pay- 
ing the  rent  due  and  the  costs,  or  by  giving  security  for  the 
payment  thereof  within  ten  days.    This  he  has  not  done. 

n.  The  second  ground  upon  which  the  application  is  made, 
is  not  available  under  this  complaint-  It  does  not  state  that 
the  rent  and  the  costs  have  been  tendered,  or  that  anything 
whatever  has  been  done  by  the  plaintiff  to  entitle  him  to  the 
redemption  /jontemplated  by  the  statute.  And  even  if  he  had 
placed  himself  in  the  proper  position  in  this  respect,  this  is  not 
a  case  to  which  the  benefit  of  the  section  extends.  The  unex- 
pired term  of  the  lease  did  not  exceed  five  years,  at  the  time 
of  issuiDg  the  warrant.  The  warrant  was  issued  on  the  81st 
of  May  last,  the  lease  expires  on  the  1st  of  May,  1863. 

The  lease  indeed,  contains  a  covenant,  that  the  lessor  wiQ  at 
the  expiration  of  the  term,  pay  to  the  lessee  the  value  of  the 
building  and  improvements,  which  he  may  have  made  on  the 
premises ;  or  instead  of  paying  for  such  building  and  improve- 
ments, the  lessor  may  at  his  option,  grant  a  renewal  of  the 
lease  for  a  further  term  of  twenty-one  years.  This  is  not  a 
demise  for  a  further  term  of  years,  it  wants  that  essential  in- 
gredient of  a  demise— certainty ;  it  depends  entirely  on  the 
option  of  the  lessor ;  and,  in  short,  is  nothing  more  than  a 
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covenant^  giving  no  positaye  right  of  possession  to  the  lessee ; 
but  a  mere  right  of  action  fbr  its  breach,  in  case  the  lessor 
should  neither  pay  the  value  of  the  improvements,  nor  grant 
a  renewal  of  the  lease. 
The  application  must  be  denied  with  $10  costs. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

Ebastus  Davison,   Respondent  agt   Philip  J.  Powell, 
.    Appellant. 

!ni6  plamtiff  alleged  in  his  complaint  "  that  he  sawed  and  oonyerted  logs,  on  the 
da7a,  at  the  times,  and  in  the  manner,  and  at  the  prioee  therefor  charged  in  the 
annexed  accountf  which  he  refers  to  as  part  of  his  oomplahit,"  and  that  the  de- 
fendant waa  indebted,  Ac. 

The  defendant  alleged  in  his  answer,  that  "he  denies  the  allegations  of  theplahi- 
tiff 's  coxnplaint,  to  wit :  That  the  plaintiff  sawed  and  converted  logs  into  boards, 
for  the  defendant  on  the  days^  and  at  the  times,  and  to  the  extent  or  quaniUy,  or 
m  the  manner  mentioned  in  the  comploint,"  Ac. 

Eeldy  that  bj  this  denial  the  defendant  formed  no  issue  in  the  pleadings  that  de- 
nied the  correctness  of  the  plaintiff's  account,  or  that  he  performed  on  the  day* 
and  at  the  time  and  to  the  extent  or  quantity  mentioned.  It  was  a  denial  oon- 
taining  merely  a  neffoUve  pregnant^  and  amounted  to  no  denial  of  any  single 
allegation. 

Books  of  account  are  not  incompetent  evidence.  They  were  always  a  low  speoieB 
of  evidence,  but  they  are  allowed  to  be  some  evidence,  and  if  corroborated,  will 
sustain  a  judgment,  and  especially  when  the  account  is  made  a  part  of  the  oom- 
plaint  and  sworn  to. 

The  mem4)randa  of  a  sawyer  made  upon  boards  and  slips  of  paper,  if  truly  copied 
into  a  regular  book  of  account,  make  it  a  book  of  original  entries. 

Fourth  District^  General  Term,  Plaiisburgh,  May,  1858. 
0.  L.  Allek,  James  and  Rosekrans,  JuaUces, 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  report 
of  a  referee.  The  complaint  is  for  work  and  labor  for  the  de- 
fendant in  sawing  lumber,  viz :  '*  that  he  sawed  and  converted 
logs  into  boards  on  the  days,  at  the  times,  and  in  the  manner,  and 
at  the  prices  therefor  charged  in  the  annexed  account^  which  he  re- 
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j^«  (0. 00  |>ar^  of  his  complaintf^*  and  that  the  defenda/nt  ia  m- 
debtad  to.  the  plaintiff  in  respect  to  such  work^  labor  and  ser- 
Tioeih  in  the  anm  of  $178.09,  after  making  all  proper  deductiona 
and  credits,  &c.  The  bill  of  items  is  annexed  and  yerifiedl 
Defendant  answers.: 

1st.  He  denies  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint, 
to  wit:  ''that  the  plaintiff  sawed  and  converted  logs  into 
boards,  for  the  defendant  on  the  days^  and  at  the  timesj  and  to 
the  eocterU  or  quantity^  or  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint." 

2d.  That  he  carried  to  plaintiff's  saw  mill,  and  delivered  to 
thp,  plaintiff  to  be  sawed  into  lumber,  according  to  orders  givQU. 
by  defendant,  (between  certain  dates,)  logs  sufficient  in  num- 
ber and  size,  to  make  the  number  of  feet  of  limiber  mentioned 
in  the  cotnplainti  or  more ;  that  plaintiff  bj  his  carelessness  or 
other  wrongful  acts,  either  destroyed,  wasted  or  converted  in 
some  way,  about  14,000  or  15,000  feet  of  defendant's  lumber 
or  Logs,  of  the  value  of  between  $200  and  $300 :  and  a]BO,  thati 
the  lumber  received  by  him  from  the  plaintiff 's  mill,  was  care- 
lessly and  improperly  sawed,  and  not  according  to  the  con- 
tract, and  that  the  defendant  sustained  damages  in  that  behi^lf 
tjp^  the  last-mentioned  sum  of  money,  which  he  sets  up  by  way 
of  set^oiS^  recoupment  or  coimter  claim*  Plaintiff  replies,  de- 
nying the  matters  set  up  in  the  counter  claim^  &a  The  ref- 
eree reports  a  balance  in  &vor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $108.78. 

The  defendant  excepts  to  four  only  of  the  seventeen  find- 
ings of  the  referee ;  three  of  them,  the  3d,  9tb  and  14th,  being 
findings  of  facts,  and  the  17th  being  the  conclusions  of  law  as 
to  the  amount  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  The  excepted 
part  of  the  JBuits  in  the  8d  finding  was,  that  four  of  the  defeni' 
ante  logs  were  sold  or  given  away  by  the  defendant^  and  twenty 
more  were  riotfU  to.be  and  were  not  sawed  into  anything. 

To  the  9th  finding,  that  the  plaintiffi's  account  (annexed,  to 
the  coipplaint)  is  not  correct  To  the  14th,  that  the  measure- 
miNxi  of  Cramer,  (who  measured  lumber  for  Eaton  &  Gilbert^) 
^a^carelessi  n^ligent^  erroneous  and  utterly  unreliable. 
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J.  C-  OBMSBT,/or  plaintiff. 
E.  F.  BxsuJiBJijJbrde/endarU. 

By  the  cotirt — ^Potter,  Justice.  There  is  some  evidence  to 
BTXStain  the  referee's  third-  finding.  Peter  Borde,  a  WitneaBi 
states,  that  **  about  twenty-five  of  die  oak  logs  were  unsound 
and  not  used,  not  fit  for  lumber ;  Powell  drew  them  away ;  one 
or  two  pine  logs  were  bad." 

Christopher  A.  Brown  testifies,  that  Powell  gave  away  ttoo 
logs,  Frederick  D.  Morehouse,  says,  "  I  sawed  one  of  Powell^ 
logs  for  Porter,  and  charged  the  sawing  to  him."  Sansdm 
Baker  says,  ''four  or  five  of  the  oak  logs  were  rotten  w 
dozy."  There  is  also  some  evidence  to  sustaih  that  port  of  the 
14th  finding  excepted  to  by  the  defendant. 

The  witness  Cramer,  though  he  gives  the  measurement  in 
feet,  yet  says  that  he  does  not  suppose  he  applied  his  ruk  to 
one  quarter  of  ike  pieces^  says  it  was  bad  lumber  to  in^asui^',  and 
he  was  vexed  at  it,  and  that  he  called  it  bad  manufiiietiuned 
lumber.  His  principal,  Mr.  Gilbert,  oil  the  contrary^  sayt  it 
toas  pretty  fair  manufactured  lumber. 

The  exception  to  the  9th  finding,  ''that  the  plaintifTft  s^ 
count  was  correct,"  is  probably  the  main  issue  in  the  caee ;  itid 
all  the  exceptions  in  the  case  are  proper  to  bis  examined  in  ref- 
erence to  this  issue. 

It  would  be  a  sufficient  legal  answer  to  this  e:xc^tioii,  to 
say,  that  the  defendant  has  no  issue  in  the  pleadings  that  dSs- 
nies  the  correctness  of  this  account  The  only  pretence  Of  It 
denial  is  the  first  answer,  which  is  a  negative  pregnant^  add 
amounts  to  no  denial  of  any  single  allegation.  He  denies  thkt 
the  plaintiff  performed  on  the  days,  and  at  the  times  and  to  the 
extent  or  quantity  mentioned.  This  is  no  denial  of  anything 
certain.  This  alone  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  an  affirm- 
ance of  the  judgment ;  still,  if  it  could  be  seen  from  the  case, 
that  injustice  would  be  thereby  done,  the  court  might  permit 
an  amendment  of  the  pleadings  to  help  the  case  in  this  respect. 
But  if  we  look  into  the  merits  of  this  question,  from  the  evi- 
dence there  is  enough  to  justify  the  report  of  the  referee. 
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The  leferee  does  not  hold  or  decide  that  he  adopts,  the  books 
of  the  plaintiff  as  evidence,  and  there  is  evidence  enough  with- 
out the  books  to  sustain  his  conclusion.  The  sworn  answer 
sets  up  that  there  were  logs  sufficient  in  number  and  size  to 
make  the  quantity  of  lumber  charged,  and  the  defendant  does 
not  include  the  price  of  sawing  as  among  the  thiugs  that  he 
denies  in  his  answer.  The  price,  therefore,  is  not  an  issue  in 
the  case.  There  is  evidence  of  a  large  quantity  of  lumber  to 
defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  drew  it  away  with  his  own 
teams.  He  had,  therefore,  the  means  of  accurate  measurement 
himself.  The  charges  in  the  bill  for  extra  work,  and  the  dam- 
ages for  waste  and  oarelessness,  the  referee  has  allowed  to  the 
defendant,  and  he  has  passed  upon  those  issues  by  deducting 
ihose  items  from  the  bill.  Nor  do  I  think  the  book  of  account 
was  incompetent  evidence.  They  were  always  a  low  species 
of  evidence,  but  they  are  allowed  to  be  some  evidence,,  and  if 
corroborated  will  sustain  a  judgment,  and  especially  when  the 
account  is  made  a  part  of  the  complaint  and  sworn  to.  The 
book  was  not  a  ledger,  as  it  is  called  by  the  defendant's  counsel. 
Had  the  proof  rested  entirely  upon  this  book,  it  would  have 
been  a  weak  case  of  proof,  much  too  weak  to  be  relied  on ; 
still  it  is  within  the  cases  admitted  to  some  weight,  and  it 
would  perhaps  alone  have  sustained  a  judgment  upon  report 
of  a  referee  who  had  seen  and  examined  it.  The  memoranda 
of  the  sawyers  upon  boards  and  paper  memoranda,  if  truly 
copied  into  this  book,  make  it  a  book  of  original  entries  within 
the  case  of  Smith  agt.  Sand/ord,  (12  Pick.  139,)  and  Sickles  agt. 
Mather^  (20  Wend.  72,)  and  there  is  evidence  of  such  copying. 
The  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  affirmed. 
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SITPREME  COUST. 
Thomas  Deuchabs  agt.  Charles  L.  Wheaton. 

The  fUfUee  .of  appeal  from  the  Jostioe's  judgment  to  the  ooiintj  court  in  this  caae, 
q>ecifled  the  grounds  of  appeal  as  follows :  "  That  material  testimony  offered  on 
the  trial  was  excluded;'*  that  '* material  testimony  was  admitted  which  ought 
to  have  been  excluded ;"  that  "  the  eyidence  was  insufficient  on  the  question 
of  damages,  and  that  the  judgment  was  against  the  law  of  the  case." 

Seld,  that  these  allegations  of  error  were  altogether  too  vague  and  general;  they 
presented  no  particular  points  for  review. 

Case  argued  at  June  Term^  at  Avbwm.  Decided  at  Monroe 
General  Term,  at  Bochestet,  September,  1858. 

Present,  Welles,  Smith  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  countj  court  of  Cayuga. 
The  fects  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

G.  0.  Eathbun,^  appellant 
D.  Wright,  for  respondent 

By  the  court— E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.  The  notice  of 
appeal  in  this  case,  is,  I  think,  too  indefinite  and  inexplicit  to 
present  any  particular  points  of  error  for  review.  The  party 
complaining  of  errorin  the  proceedings  before  the  justice  should 
in  his  notice  of  appeal  put  his  fingers  on  the  error,  should  spe- 
cify his  objection  with  as  much  precision  as  he  would  take  an 
exception  on  the  trial  of  a  cause  at  the  circuit,  or  would  except 
to  the  decision  of  the  court  where  the  cause  is  tried  by  a  judge 
without  a  jury  or  by  a  referee.  The  language  is,  that  he  should 
serve  a  notice  of  appeal,  "  stating  the  groimds  upon  which  the 
appeal  is  founded."  The  grounds  should  obviously  be  specific 
and  explicit,  so  that  by  looking  at  the  grounds  stated,  the  court 
can  at  once  by  reference  to  the  return  see  how  or  where  they 
arise,  and  whether  they  are  well  or  ill  taken.  A  general  ex- 
ception to  a  charge  of  a  judge,  that  it  is  against  law  or  evi- 
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dence,  would  not  be  valid,  so  it  cannot  be  good  as  a  specifica- 
tion of  the  grounds  of  an  appeal  from  a  justice.  General 
exceptions  to  the  report  of  a  referee  or  of  a  judge,  made  after 
the  decision,  that  he  had  admitted  or  rgected  material  testimony, 
that  the  evidence  waa  insufficient  on  the  question  of  damages, 
or  on  the  merits,  or  on  any  other  point,  would  not  be  good. 
The  ground  stated,  should  refer  to  some  particular  error  of  the 
justice,  or  decision  made  during  the  trial,  as  tha;t  the  justice 
improperly  received  the  witness  John  Doe,  or  rejected  the  tes- 
timony of  Eichard  Eoe,  on  a  particular  point,  or  overruled  an 
objection  to  such  testimony  in  whole  or  on  some  particular 
subject  of  inquiry.  If  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  made  and 
denied,  the  ground  may  then  be  general  that  the  justice  re- 
fused to  nonsuit  Such  an  objection  will  necessarily  call  for 
a  review  of  the  whole  testimony  at  the  time  when  such  a  mo- 
tion was  made  and  denied.  The  codifiers  and  the  legislature 
in  section  858,  doubtless  intended  to  carry  out  the  principles 
governing  the  review  of  the  errors  of  courts  of  record,  and  ap- 
ply the  same  rules  and  preserve  the  analogy  to  the  same  mode 
in  proceedings,  so  far  as  practicable  to  the  review  of  justice's 
judgments,  by  confining  such  review  to  specific  grounds  or 
allegations  of  error,  as  with  exceptions  to  reports  of  referees 
and  judges.  This  makes  the  whole  theory  in  respect  to  the 
review  by  one  court  of  the  proceedings  of  another  uniform  and 
eonsistent,  confining  the  review  to  specific  points  of  error  of 
law  or  fact.  The  grounds  of  error  specified  in  this  case,  are 
"that  material  testimony  offered  on  the  trial  was  excluded," 
that  "  material  testimony  was  admitted  which  ought  to  have 
been  excluded,"  that  "  the  evidence  was  insufficient  on  the 
question  of  damages  and  that  the  judgment  was  against  the 
law  of  the  case." 

These  allegations  of  error  are  altogether  too  vague  and  gen- 
eraL  They  point  to  no  particular  error  or  decision  of  the  jus- 
tice, they  require  the  court  to  examine  critically  the  whole 
return,  to  see  whether  it  can  possibly  find  some  basis  to  sus- 
tain such  allegations  of  error  instead  of  pointing  our  attention 
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to  specific  points  of  error  in  the  ruling  or  decifiions  of  Ibe 
jnfldoe. 

For  these  reasons^  I  think  the  decision  of  the  court  betow 
slioidd  be  affirmed.    Judgment  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Jomr  Cantield  and  Richard  R  Chapmak  agt  Chilian 

FOED. 

An  actioB  tor  pariUion  or  sale  of  preooJaeB  waBSUfltained  in  thSfl  casB,  ^ere  it  ap- 
peared that  tiie  plaintilb'  interesta  ooDBisted  of  bein^  amzed  in  fee  simple  of 
certain  nndivided  parte  of  all  the  mine^  ore^  minerals  and  metals^  lying  and 
being  upon  tlie  deecribed  premises ;  with  power  to  go  upon  the  land  to  work 
and  raise  the  same,  and  the  defendant  being  seized  as  owner  of  the  residue  of 
said  part  of  the  premiaea.  Aa,  and  the  scnl  in  foe. 

St.  Lavrrence  Oircuiij  July,  1857. 

ACTIOK  for  partition  of  lands.  The  complaint  avers  that' 
the  plaintifis  are  seized  and  possessed,  one  in  fee  simple  of  the 
one  nndiyided  third  part,  and  the  other  of  one-eighth  part  of 
all  the  mines,  ores,  minerals  and  metals,  lying  and  being  upon 
certain  tracts  or  parcels  of  land,  situate  in  De  Pujster,  m  the 
county  of  St  Lawrence,  known  and  distinguished  as  lands,  &c., 
describing  them  as  lots  Kos.  125  and  126  and  181,  together 
with  the  right  to  raise,  work  and  carry  away  the  said  mines, 
ores,  minerals  and  metals  in  or  upon  said  lands,  and  the  right 
to  put  up  all  buildings  on  all  said  lands  which  may  be  neces- 
sary for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  the  right  of  ingress  and 
egress  thereto  and  thereupon,  for  the  purpose  of  raising,  dig- 
ging QT  vxjrldTig  and  carrying  away  the  said  mines,  ores,  min- 
erals and  metals,  doing  no  more  injury  to  the  soil  than  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  aforesaid;  and  that  defendant  is 
seized  of  the  residue  of  said  rights  in  the  premises. 

The  defendant  objects  that  he  being  seized  of  the  soil  in  fee, 
and  plaintifis  only  haying  the  undivided  right  in  the  mines. 
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with  the  right  to  erect  suitable  buildings  on  the  land,  for  tiie 
purpose  of  working  them,  that  plaintijQ^  are  not  entitled  to  a 
"  partition,  inasmuch  as  it  can  only  be  of  the  ore,  unraised  and 
unworked. 

Bbown  &  Spencer, />r  plaintiffs. 
Bishop  FerxinSj/ot  de/endanL 

C.  L.  Allen,  Justice.  I  have  searched  in  vain  for  an  au* 
thority  to  sanction  a  partition  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  »Never- 
theless,  fh)m  a  reference  to  the  Eevised  Statutes,  (2  J?.  S.  576, 
§  1,)  and  &om  the  necessity  of  the  case,  I  think  the  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  partition  or  a  sdk,  under  the  subsequent  seo- 
tions.  The  plaintifi^  have  a  certain  right  in  the  land  on  which 
the  ores  or  minerals  are.  They  have  a  right  of  ingress  and 
egress  to  and  from  the  premises ;  they  have  the  right  to  erect 
buildings  and  machinery  necessary  for  the  raising,  working 
and  carrying  off  the  ore,  to  certain  parts  of  whichtthey  are 
entitled. 

The  defendant  owns  the  fee  of  the  land  it  is  true,  but  pLun- 
tiflb  necessarily  have  a  certain  interest,  such  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  the  working  and  disposition  of  the  ore,  in  common 
witii  the  defendant ;  and  I  do  not  well  see  how  they  can  have 
any  other  remedy  to  enforce  their  rights  or  ayail  themsdves  of 
them,  if  defendant  should  claim  the  entire  and  exdusive  pos- 
session of  the  ore  bed.  Perhaps  they  might  have  relief  in 
equity,  or  it  may  be  the  defendant  would  be  accountable  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  all  the  ore  he  raised  and  worked.  But  sup- 
pose  he  chose  to  not  work  it  at  all,  how  are  plaintiff  to  work  it 
if  he  claims  entire  possession  ?  Or  suppose  he  conveys  away 
the  land,  and  becomes  insolvent  and  unable  to  account,  where 
is  plaintiff'  security  ?  I  tliink  that  partition  may  be  made,  or 
at  all  events  a  sale  be  effected,  and  that  commissioners  must 
be  appointed. 

Order  accordingly.  * 
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NIAGAEA  COUNTY  COURT. 

Edwaed   a.  Nicholls,  Bespondent  agt.  Mabtik  E.  Aov 
WOOD,  Appellant 

A.  JuaUeeti'  judgment  TeooYCired.  Binoethe  Code  took  efiect,  stands  on  the  same  foot- 
ing with  a  judgment  in  the  supreme  court,  so  fkr  as  the  sicUule  of  Umitatuma  is 
concerned.  That  is,  the  statute  of  limitations  which  is  governed  by  the  Code, 
does  not  run  against  such  a  judgment  in  six  years  from  its  reooveiy. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  was  upon  a  judgment  rendered 
by  B.  Newton,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of 
Niagara,  on  the  23d  day  of  November,  1849,  in  fevor  of  Enos  ^ 
Steele,  against  the  above-named  defendant  for  $25.97,  damages 
and  costs,  which  it  was  alleged  had  been  assigned  to  and  was 
owned  by  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  denied  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint,  and  set  up  specially  the  statute  of  limitations 
as  a  defence. 

On  the  trial  an  assignment  was  produced,  and  proved  in  the 
words  and  figures  following : 

Justices^  Court.  Before  E.  Newton,  J.  P.,-^Eno8  Steele  agt 
Martin  E.  Aiwood,  judgment  for  plaintiff  damages  and  costs, 
$25.97,  For  value  received,  I  hereby  sell,  assign  and  trans- 
fer over  to  Edward  Nicholls,  the  above  named  judgment,  to 
be  collected  by  him.    Dated,  November  23d,  1850. 

Enos  Steele. 

The  points  made,  were :  First.  That  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions had  run,  and,  therefore,  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained. 

Second.  No  consideration  for  the  assignment  was  proved. 

Third.  There  was  no  proof  of  the  delivery  of  the  assignment 

Ely  &  ^ABiwmj^for  appeUanU 

HoLMEB,  County  Judge.  I  will  dispose  of  the  questions 
raised  in  their  inverseorder.   Theassignment  was  produced  and 
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proved  on  the  trial.  There  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  it  was  produced  b  j  the  defendant.  It  was  a  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  proof,  and  I  hwe  no  doubt  liiis  legal  presumption  is^ 
that  the  plaintiff  produced  it.  The  assignment  then  was  in  the 
plaintTiff 's  possession.  The  presuaiptioii  is,  that  he  cams  le- 
gally by  it,  until  something  is  shown  to  throw  doubt  upon  the 
legality  of  that  possession.  There  was  no  such  proof  I  come 
unhesitatingly  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  delivery  of  Ifaid  lu»^ 
signment  was  sufficiently  shown. 

Kext,  as  to  the  OHisideration.  The  assignment  contained 
the  words  "^  vcdv^  received^  This  is  at  least  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  good  consideration.    (14  John.  B.  466.) 

Third.  The  statute  of  limitations  was  specially  pleaded| 
and  is,  I  presume,  the  main  ground  of  defence  to  the  action^ 
It  seems  that  by  the  common  law,  ihere  was  no  stated  or  fixed 
time  as  to  the  bringing  of  actions.  (2  InaL  95.)  But  the  limi- 
tation of  actions  is  the  work  of  various  acts  of  parliament  in 
Bogland,  and  of  various  acts  of  the  legislature  in  this  country. 

Among  the  actions  which  the  Bevised  Statutes,  {2  R.  & 
296,  §  18,)  declare  shall  be  brought  within  six  years  next  af- 
ter the  cause  of  actions  accrue  and  not  after,  is,  "  all  actions 
upon  judgments  rendered  in  any  court  not  being  a  court  of 
record"  It  has  been  generally  understood,  that  a  justices' 
judgment  recovered  since  those  statutes  took  effect,  came 
within  their  provisions,  and  that  the  statute  became  a  bar  to 
an  action  upon  it  in  six  years  after  the  judgment  was  entered. 
(17  Wend.  830 ;  6  HiO,  408.) 

By  section  78  of  the  Code,  the  provisions  of  the  Bevided 
Statutes,  in  relation  to  the  limitation  of  actionsi  are  expressly 
repealed  and  the  provisions  of  the  Code  are  substituted  in  their 
lead.  And  by  section  74,  civil  actions  can  only  be  com- 
menced within  the  periods  prescribed  in  titie  2  of  the  Code. 

By  section  90,  (which  is  a  part  of  tifle  2,)  the  period  pre- 
scribed for  the  commencement  of  certain  actions  is  twenty 
years.  Among  these  is  "  an  action  upon  a  judgment  or  de- 
cree of  any  court  of  the  United  States,  or  of  aay  state  or  ter- 
ritory within  the  United  States." 
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I  caniioti  coDceiye  a&y  reason  why  justices'  courts  are  not 
included  in  this  provision,  as  well  as  all  other  courts  known 
to  ou€  laws,  it  can  hardly  be  contended  that  a  justices'  comrt 
is  not  a  court  of  this  state^  But  if  any  doubt  could  exist  on 
this  point,  it  is  effectually  settled  by  the  ninth  section  of  the 
Code,  which  enumerates  the  courts  of  justice  of  this  state,  and 
in  this  enumeration,  No.  10,  is  ''  the  courts  of  justices  of  the 


The  prevalent  idea,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  would  run 
against  a  justices'  judgment  in  six  years  &om  its  rendition,  has 
been  derived,  I  apprehend,  mainly  from  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 71,  which  prohibits  the  bringing  of  an  action  upon  a  jus- 
tice's judgment,  (except  under  certain  specified  circumstances,) 
within  five  years  from  its  rendition.  Preventing  the  former 
practice  of  frequently  suing  over  justices'  judgments ;  but 
leaving  as  is  supposed,  one  year  neit  before  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations would  attach,  in  which  the  plaintiff  may  sue  over  the 
judgment  and  prevent  the  statute  from  attaching. 

The  same  section  prohibits  the  bringing  of  an  action  upon  a 
judgment  recovered  in  any  of  the  other  courts  of  this  state, 
under  any  circumstances,  without  leave  of  the  court  first  ob- 
tained for  that  purpose.  This  has,  undoubtedly,  strengthened 
the  idea  that  the  bringing  of  suits  on  justices'  judgments,  was 
limited  to  five  years,  for  the  rqason  that  the  statute  would  pre- 
vent a  suit  upon  them,  after  the  expiration  of  six  years  from 
the  time  of  theix  recovery. . 

What  considerations  induced  the  legislature  to  make  the 
distinction  between  justices' judgments  and  other  judgments, 
I  do  not  know.  But  I  can  readily  conceive  that  there  may  be 
cogent  reasons  besides  the  one  suggested,  that  justices'  judg- 
ments would  outlaw,  in  six  years. 

Hewever  seasonable  or  plausible  the  inferences  fromi  this 
section  may  be,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  would  run  upon 
a  justice's  judgment  in  six  years  from  ite  recovery,  they  can- 
not override,  and  ought  not^to  affect  the  plain  and  distinct  pro- 
visions of  other  sections  of  the  statute. 

I  cannot  find  «u[  reported  decision  on  the  poibt  in  question, 
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and  am  not  aware  that  it  has  beeu  directlj  passed  upon.  Still 
I  have  no  doubt  but  a  justioes'  judgment,  recovered  since  the 
Code  took  effect,  stands  on  the  same  footing  with  a  judgment 
in  the  supreme  court,  so  £sa*  as  the  statute  of  limitations  is  con- 
cerned. 
The  judgment  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COUET. 


Edward  0.  Squires  agt.  Orik  M.  Seward  and  John  H. 

Seward. 


Where  one  oount  in  the  complaintin  the  ufloal  form  of  an  action  of  tretpasSf  fi>r 

breaking  and  entering  the  close  of  the  plaintifl;  and  tearing  down,  destroTing 

and  carrying  away  the  fences,  Ac.,  whereby  the  plaintiff  has  suffered  damage, 

^i         kCj  And  the  answer  denies  the  allegations  of  the  oomplaint,  tiSa  to  real  prop* 

triy  is  not  raised  by  the  pleadings. 

And  in  snch  a  case,  where  the  referee  certified  that  on  the  trial,  title  to  land  came 
in  question  and  was  litigated,  but  on  that  question  his  decision  was  in  favor  of 
the  defendants ;  hddy  that  such  a  certificate  was  of  no  ayail  to  the  plaintiff^  the 
defendants  were  entitled  to  costs  under  it,  although  judgment  was  found  in  &- 
Yor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  count  in  trespass. 

Eighth  District^  Orleans  General  Term^  May,  1858. 

Present,  Marvin,  Davis  and  Grover,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term,  setting  aside  the  adjust- 
ment of  costs  by  the  clerk  for  the  defendants,  and  directing  that 
the  costs  of  the  plaintiff  be  adjusted  in  his  favor. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  first  count  in  the  complaint,  that  the  de- 
fendants unlawfully  and  wrongfully  broke  into  the  close  of 
the  plaintiff,  situate,  &c.,  tore  down  and  destroyed  the  fence  of 
the  plaintiff,  upon  and  about  said  close,  and  wrongfully 
took  and  carried  away  the  materials  thereof  whereby  the 
plaintiff  has  suffered  damage,  &o. 

The  complaint  contains  two  other  counts^The  defendants 


it^U 


NEW-YORK  PRACnOB  REPORTS.  479 

SqaireB  agt  Reward. 

denied  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  The  action  was  tried 
by  a  referee,  who  directed  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  $2.50,  upon  the  fust  count  or  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
complaint,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
any  sum  under  the  other  two  counts.  The  referee  certified 
that  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  title  to  land  came  in  question 
and  was  litigated,  but  that  on  such  question  of  title,  his  ded- 
sion  was  in  fevor  of  the  defendants. 

The  clerk  adjusted  the  defendants'  costs,  and  refused  to  ad- 
just the  costs  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  court  at  special  term  set 
aside  the  adjustment,  and  directed  the  derk  to  adjust  the  costs 
of  the  plaintiff  and  insert  them  in  the  record.  The  defend- 
ants appealed  to  the  general  term. 

Wm.  a.  KjlCTjAYj  for  plaintiff. 
S.  S.  Spring,  for  defsndants. 

By  the  court — ^Marvin,  Justice.  I  think  the  order  of  the 
special  term  must  be  reversed.  The  title  to  real  property  did 
not  come  in  question  upon  the  issue  decided  in  &vor  of  the 
plaintiff.  It  was  not  raised  by  the  pleadings.  The  complaint 
is  in  the  usual  form  of  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and 
entering  the  dose  of  the  plaintiff  and  title  to  real  property  is 
not  raised  by  such  a  complaint  in  the  sense  of  the  statute. 
(Cixfe,  §§  54,  804.)  The  plaintiff  may  maintain  the  action  upon 
his  possession,  and  a  justices'  court  may  try  the  question  of  ac- 
tual possession.  (6  HUl,  537.)  It  is  not  to  be  inferred  fix)m 
such  a  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  in  actual  possession. 

In  Hvhbell  agt  Bochester,  (8  Cow.  115,)  it  appeared  that  the 
land  was  wild,  and  the  plaintiff  had  no  actual  possession,  and 
»Jo  it  appeared  in  Dunckel  agt.  Farley,  (1  How.  Pr.  Bep.  180,) 
and  the  circuit  judge  also  gave  the  certificate  that  title  to 
land  did  come  in  question  on  the  trial.  In  Nilea  agt.  Lini^- 
ley,  (8  How.  Pr.  Bep.  181,)  the  plaintiff  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  he  was  seized  in  fee  simple  and  possessed  of  the  land. 
The  answer  put  these  allegations  in  issue.  It  is  stated  in  the 
case  that  it  appeared  fi*om  the  pleadings  that  the  plaintiff  was 
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not  in  the  actual  possession  at  the  time  of  the  trespass.  Justice 
DUEBy  with  such  construction  of  the  pleadings,  held  very 
properly,  that  the  question  of  title  arose  upon  the  pleadings 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Hubbell  agt  Rochester 
(supra)  was  an  authority  fbr  this,  as  where  the  plaintiff  is  not 
in  actual  possession,  he  must  prove  his  title  to  show  a  construc- 
tive possession. 

In  Bathbone  agt.  McConneH^  (20  Barb.  Sll,)  the  plaintiff  al- 
leged in  his  complaint  that  he  was  and  still  is  the  owner  and 
in  possession  of  the  premises,  and  issue  was  taken*  It  was  held 
at  general  term,  that  a  claim  of  title  to  real  property  did  not 
arise  on  the  pleadings. 

It  is  quite  clear  to  my  mind,  that  no  claim  of  title  to  real 
property  was  raised  by  the  pleadings  in  the  present  case,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  referee  gave  a  certificate, 
but  not  one  of  any  avail  to  the  plaintiff  Ho  certified  that 
title  came  in  question  on  the  trial,  but  it  was  upon  the  issues 
decided  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  that  it  did  jiot  come  in 
question  upon  the  issue  decided  in  &vor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  clerk  decided  correctly,  and  the  order  appealed  firom 
should  be  reversed. 

Justice  Davis  dissented. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

Jonathan  Peel,  her  Britanic  Majesty's  principal  Secretary 
of  State  for  the  War  Department  agt.  James  Sutton 
Elliott. 

An  officer  of  a  foreign  government^  specially  authorized  to  sue  for  goyemment 
property  in  his  own  name,  may  sue  in  the  courts  of  this  state,  and  arrest  a  de- 
fendant chained  with  Dnaudulent  misapplication  of  that  property. 

An  arrest  granted  on  an  affidavit  sworn  on  information  and  belief,  as  to  facts  oc- 
curring in  a  foreign  country,  will  be  sustained,  where  the  sources  of  the  infor- 
mation are  stated,  and  a  prima  facie  case  is  made  out 

The  defendant  employed  by  the  war  department  of  the 
British  government,  and  intrusted  with  moneys  in  the  course 
of  that  employment,  misapplied  them  and  absconded.  He 
was  arrested  in  New- York,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  plain* 
tiff,  as  principal  secretary  of  state  for  that  department^  specially 
empowered  by  the  statutes  of  England  to  sue  as  such. 

The  aflSdavit  on  which  the  arrest  w^as  granted,  was  sworn  to 
by  the  attorney  for  the  department  in  America.  It  stated  the 
facts  as  to  Mr.  Elliott's  employment,  his  being  intrusted  with 
moneys,  misapplication  of  those  moneys,  and  his  absconding. 
The  statements  to  this  effect,  were  stated  to  be  made  on  infor- 
mation and  belief,  derived  from  letters  and  instructions  re- 
ceived by  him  from  the  solicitor  of  the  department  in  England, 
and  from  an  exemplified  copy  of  an  inquisition  taken  in  pro- 
ceedings under  an  extent  in  the  English  court  of  exchequer  in 
his,  the  American  attorney's  possession. 

The  defendant  moved  for  his  discharge,  alleging  insufliciency 
in  this  afQdavit,  and  taking  the  following  grounds : 

1.  That  it  showed  no  title  to  sue  in  the  plaintiif,  but  that  on 
the  contrary,  the  suit  shoxQd  have  been  in  the  name  of  the 
Queen  of  England.  {OUing  Republic  of  Mexico  agt.  ArrcmgoiSj 
11  How.  4.) 

2.  That  the  inquisition  referred  to,  had  the  cflFect  of  a  judg- 
VoL.  XVI.  81 
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ment,  and  as  such  merged  the  original  canse  of  arrest.  {(Xtmg 
Goodrich  agt.  Dunbar,  17  Barb.  647.) 

8.  That  the  affidavit  was  insufficient,  as  being  grounded  en- 
tirely on  information  and  belief. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  citod  in  opposition,  on  the  first  ground 
the  statutes  5  A;  6  VicL  c.  94,  §  84;  18  <fc  19  VicL  c.  117,  §  1. 
And  on  the  third,  relied  on  Whitlock  agt  BoA,  (6  How.  143,) 
tendering  additional  affidavits,  which  the  judge  declined  to 
admit. 

C.  A.  Sev^akd,  for  defendant. 

I.  T.  Williams  and  Henry  Wbttiaker,  for  plaintiff. 

Ingkaham,  Justice.  The  action  may  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff.  The  statutes  of  England  vest  the  prop- 
erty in  the  officer,  and  give  him  authority  to  sue  for  it.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  decision  of  Judge  Hoffman,  (11  How.  P.  R, 
p.  1,)  which  interferes  with  such  a  mode  of  sustaining  the  ac- 
tion. He  says :  "  K  the  state  sues  without  the  individuality 
of  a  monarch,  some  public  officer  representing  it,  must  be  upon 
the  record.  And,  again,  an  ambassador  may  sustain  an  action 
on  behalf  of  the  sovereign,  when  the  property  is  vested  in  the 
officer  for  the  time  being,  and  he  is  authorized  to  maintain  an 
action  therefor  in  his  own  name  by  the  country  he  represents. 
1  see  no  reason  why  he  cannot  sue  in  this  country.  This  ac- 
tion for  the  recovery  of  the  money  embezzled,  is  not  merged 
in  the  extent  and  proceedings  thereon,  nor  affected  thereby, 
so  &r  as  I  have  been  able  to  obtain  information  in  regard 
thereto.  The  one  is  an  information  for  the  government,  the 
other  a  proceeding  to  obtain  payment  of  the  debt)  not  inters 
fered  with  by  the  former. 

The  objection  that  the  facts  are  sworn  to  on  information  and 
belief  is  not  available  on  this  motion.  The  means  of  infor- 
mation are  stated,  and  they  are  sufficirat  to  make  out  Bk  prima 
facie  osiBd^  untQ  denied  by  the  defendant 

Motion  to  discharge  order  of  arrest  is  denied,  without  pteju- 
dioe  to  a  renewal  of  the  motion  on  affidavit  of  the  defendant. 
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SUPEEME  COUBT. 
Joj«f ATHAN  Pjbsl,  &c  agt  James  Suttok  Elliott. 

After  Appeal  taken  from  an  order,  denying  a  motion,  the  renewal  of  that  motion, 
imder  leave  given  in  the  order,  predqdes  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  pending 
the  renewed  motion. 

New-Torh  General  Term,  Septemier  20lhy  1858. 

Present^  Henry  E.  Davies,  Josiah  Sutherland  and 
Hbnrt  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

The  defendant  having  appealed  from  the  order  denying  his 
discharge,  subsequently  renewed  his  motion  on  affidavit,  under 
leave  given  in  that  order. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  time  to  answer  the  affidavit^  and  pend* 
ing  the  renewed  motion,  the  defendant  moved  the  appeal  in  its 
order  on  the  non-enumerated  calendar. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected  preliminarily  ihat^  by  avail- 
ing himself  of  the  leave  granted,  the  defendant  had  elected  to 
abide  by  and  could  not  impeach  the  order  in  question,  and 
that  accordingly,  his  appeal  was  untenable. 

The  court  allowed  the  objection,  and  refused  to  hear  the 
appeal 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Jonathan  Peel,  Ac,  agt.  James  Sutton  Elliott. 

TV  bore  one  justice  of  a  district  sitting  at  special  term,  has  judicialTj  passed  on  a 
question  raised  on  motion,  another  Justice  sliould  not  on  a  renewal  of  that  mo- 
tion, under  leave  given,  take  upon  himself  to  pass  adversely  on  the  same  point, 
but  should  deny  the  renewed  motion,  to  the  end  that  the  judgment  of  the  gen- 
eral term  may  be  obtained. 

The  mefe  making  of  a  counter  ckhn  by  a  defendant,  alter  airest,  is  not  per  m 

-     conclusive  ground  for  bis  discharge. 

New 'Tori  Special  Tei^,  Septmber  80(A,  1858. 

The  defendant  renewed  his  motion  to  be  discharged  on  his 
own  affidavit,  setting  up  a  claim  for  extra  services  to  his  gov- 
ernment, to  an  amount  exceeding  the  plaintiff's  demand,  and 
contending  that  the  existence  of  this  claim  gave  him  the  right 
to  repay  himself  out  of  any  moneys  coming  to  his  hands. 

The  plaintiff  ^s  affidavits  negatived  both  the  claim  and  the 
right  so  alleged  by  the  defendant.  Pending  the  reading  of  the 
affidavits,  the  judge  suggested  and  counsel  agreed,  to  reduce 
the  statements  of  fact  to  the  form  of  a  proposition  on  which  to 
argue  the  motion. 

The  following  is  the  proposition  so  agreed  to :  "  An  agent 
receives  from  his  principal  money  to  be  disbursed  for  his  prin- 
cipal as  such  agent,  in  a  specified  manner,  and  he  neglects  so 
to  apply  the  money,  but  on  the  contrary,  appropriates  it  to  his 
own  use,  and  when  the  plaintiff  makes  the  claim  against  him 
therefor,  he  alleges  his  right  so  to  appropriate  it  to  a  claim  of 
his  against  the  plaintiff,  although  such  a  claim  be  wrongfully 
made  in  fact.     Can  he  be  arrested  ?" 

A.  Oakey  Hall,  fw  defendant 

I.  T.  Williams  and  Henry  WHiTTAKEH,y&rpfatnfoj^. 

Davies,  Justice.    If  this  suit  be  upon  the  extent  and  in- 
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quisition,  and  I  am  incllQed  to  think  it  is,  then  the  case  in  17 
Barbour^  {Qoodrich  agt.  Dunbar^  17  Barb.  644,)  is  applicable, 
and  the  defendant  is  not  liable  to  arrest,  if  the  proceedings  in 
England  are  equivalent  to  a  judgment  As  this  point  seems  to 
have  been  partially  considered  by  one  of  my  brethren,  I  do 
not  feel  at  liberty  to  review  that  decision  on  this  occasion ;  and 
as  it  is  a  novel  and  important  question,  I  deem  it  most  judi- 
cious to  deny  the  motion  to  discharge  from  arrest,  to  the  end 
that  the  judgment  of  the  general  term  may  be  taken  on  the 
points  presented. 


SUPREME  COURT, 
Jonathan  Peel,  &c.  agt.  James  Sutton  Elliott. 

The  practice  on  an  extent  in  EDgland  defined  by  Hooeboom,  Justice. 

The  preliminary  inqaiaition  in  such  a  caae,  though  made  by  a  jury  and  placed  on 
record  in  the  court  of  exchequer,  has  not,  being  a  purely  tx  parte  proceeding; 
&e  effect  of- merging  the  original  cause  of  action  or  of  depriving  the  plaintiff  of 
a  provisional  remedy  incident  to  that  cause,  in  an  action  brought  in  this  state. 

A  record,  to  have  this  effect^  must  be  the  result  of  the  proceedings  of  a  court  in 
which  jurisdiction  has  been  acquired  of  the  person  of  the  defendant 

The  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  a  provisional  remedy,  inddent  to  the  nature  of  his  ac- 
tion, must  be  governed  by  the  cause  of  action  on  which  he  must  rely  for  a  re- 
covery. A  mere  error  of  definition  or  superfluity  of  statement  in  the  complaint^ 
does  not  avail  to  deprive  him  of  that  right 

The  court  did  not  assume  to  decide  between  the  conflicting  cases  of  6^oodncA  agt 
Dunbar,  (17  Barh.  644,)  and  Wamtr  agt  De  Baum,  (1  E.  2).  Smiih,  26L) 

New  -  York  General  Term,  Ocfjdber  lat^  1858. 

Present :  H.  E.  Davies,  Joslau  Sutherland  and  Henby 
HoGEBOOM,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  defendant  from  an  order  of  Justice 
Davies,  refusing  to  vacate  or  discharge  an  order  of  arrest 
originally  granted  by  Justice  Ingraham. 

The  latter  order  was  granted  on  the  15th  day  of  July  last, . 
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at  the  time  of  commencing  this  action,  simultaneotudj  with  iho 
issuing  of  the  summons,  and  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit  of 
the  plaintiff's  attorney,  of  the  &cts  entitling  thQ  plaintiff  there- 
to. A  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  airrest^  was  made  before 
Mr«  Justice  Ikgraham,  based  upon  the  supposed  insufficiency 
of  the  affidavit  before  referred  to,  whidii  motion  was  denied, 
with  liberty  to  renew  the  same  on  aMdavits  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  The  defendant  availed  himself  of  this  privilege, 
and  renewed  the  motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest  be* 
fore  Mr.  Justice  Davies,  upon  his  affidavit  and  the  papers 
before  used,  and  the  same  was  met  by  counter  and  additional 
affidavits,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  case  presented  sub- 
stantially the  following  facts : 

The  defendant  was  on  and  prior  to  the  20th  day  of  May, 
1858,  her  Britanic  majesty's  principal  military  storekeeper  at 
Weedon,  England,  and  as  such  was  charged  with  the  disburse- 
ment and  payment  to  the  persons  entitled  thereto,  of  varioud 
large  sums  of  money,  from  lime  to  time  intrusted  to  him  for 
that  purpose,  by  the  war  department,  of  which  the  plaintiff 
was  the  principal  secretary  of  state,  and  as  such  secretary,  hav- 
ing or  claiming  the  care  and  custody  of  the  property  of  that 
department,  and  the  right  to  prosecute  in  his  own  name  any 
actions  or  proceedings  for  or  concerning  the  same.  A  portion 
of  the  moneys  thus  intrusted  to  the  defendant,  he  failed  to  dis- 
burse and  pay  over  according  to  law,  and  appropriated  them 
to  his  own  use,  under  pretence  of  satisfying  a  claim  which  he 
alleged  he  had  against  the  department  for  arrears  of  pay,  fees 
and  perquisites,  and  which  he  claimed  he  had  a  legal  right 
thus  to  satisfy.  On  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  claimed  that 
this  amounted  to  an  embezzlement  and  fraudulent  misapplica- 
tion of  those  funds  by  the  defendant,  as  a  public  officer ;  and 
a  fraudulent  conversion  of  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

The  defendant  having  left  or  absconded  from  England, 
about  the  20th  of  May,  1858,  and  come  to  this  country,  a  pa- 
per supposed  in  these  proceedings  to  be  a  writ  of  exterUf  was 
sued  out  by  her  majesty  in  the  court  of  exchequer,  directed  to 
certain  commissioners  therein  named,  to  inquire  through  a  jury 
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and  witnesses^  whether  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  her  ma- 
jesty for  any  sums  received  by  him  as  such  military  store- 
keeper, for  her  majesty's  use  and  not  paid  over,  and  if  so,  in 
what  sums,  and  duly  to  take  an  in(][uisition  thereof,  and  return 
the  same  to  the  court  of  exchequer.  By  the  same  writ  the 
sheriff  of  Middlesex  was  commanded  to  summon  the  jury  for 
such  pui'pose.  To  this  writ  the  return  of  the  commissioners 
and  the  inquisition  are  annexed.  By  the  latter,  it  is  found 
that  the  defendant,  "  James  Sutton  Elliott,  late  of  Weedon,  in 
the  county  of  Northampton,  principal  military  storekeeper  in 
the  war  department,  in  the  said  commission  also  named,  is  on 
the  day  of  taking  this  inquisition  justly  and  truly  indebted  to 
her  majesty  in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  two  hundred  and 
twenty-three  pounds  and  three  pence,  for  money  received  by 
the  said  James  Sutton  Elliott,  for  her  majesty's  use.  and  which 
lie  the  said  James  Sutton  Elliott,  should  have  appropriated  in 
payment  of  various  sums  due  on  her  majesty's  account,  but 
which  the  said  James  Sutton  Elliott,  had  neglected  to  do.^ 
These  last  facts  as  to  the  aforesaid  commission,  the  return  and 
inquisition,  appear  by  an  exemplified  copy  thereof^  under  thQ 
seal  of  the  court  of  exchequer,  and  said  papers  are  described 
insuch  exemplification  as  "  a  certain  record  remaining  amongst 
the  remembrances  of  our  court  of  exchequer,  at  Westminster, 
that  is  to  say,  amongst  the  records  of  Trinity  term,  in  the  twenty- 
first  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria."  The  complaint  in 
this  action  which  is  verified  on  the  10th  day  of  August,  1858, 
after  setting  out  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  right  to  sue 
for  the  cause  of  action  therein  set  forth,  alleges  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  defendant  in  October,  1855,  as  a  public  officer  in 
the  war  department,  to  wit :  principal  military  storekeeper  in 
the  said  war  department  at  Weedon,  and  his  continuance  in 
said  employment  till  about  the  20th  day  of  May,  1858,  when 
he  absconded  therefrom ;  that  he  was  as  such  storekeeper  in- 
trusted with  divers  property  of  said  department,  and  especially 
with  divers  large  sums  of  money  for  payment  to  the  persons 
entitled  thereto,  a  portion  of  which  he  neglected  to  pay  or  ap- 
ply, and  did  on  and  before  the  20th  day  of  May,  1858,  frau- 
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dulently  and  wrongfully,  and  Mrith  misconduct  and  neglect  of 
the  duties  of  his  said  office,  embezzle  and  misapply,  and  con- 
vert to  his  the  said  James  Sutton  Elliott's  own  use  and  pur- 
pose, a  large  sum  of  money,  part  of  such  moneys  so  intrusted 
him  as  aforesaid,  to  wit ;  the  sum  of  two  thousand  two  hun- 
dred and  twenty-three  pounds  and  three  pence,  currency  of 
the  said  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  the 
same  being  of  the  value  of  ten  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
eighteen  dollars  and  sixty-six  cents,  currency  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  in  fraud  of  the  department  and  in  breach 
of  his  duties  as  such  public  officer,  and  fraudulently  and  wrong* 
fully  misconducted  himself,  and  absconded  from  the  duties  of 
his  office,  without  discharge  therefrom,  and  without  applying 
or  accounting  for  said  money,  and  that  he  has  never  since  ap- 
plied the  same  or  accounted  therefor. 

The  complaint  then  states  that  on  such  embezzlement  and 
absconding,  a  writ  of  extent  was  duly  issued,  and  an  inquisi- 
tion was  also  tak^n  under  such  extent  in  due  form  oi  law, 
whereby  the  defendant  was  found  indebted  (substantially  as 
set  forth  in  said  inquisition,)  as  appeared  by  an  exemplifica- 
tion of  the  said  extent  and  inquisition,  under  the  great  seal  of 
the  said  court  of  exchequer,  to  which  he  craved  leave  to  refer. 
It  then  sets  forth  that  the  defendant  has  never  repaid,  applied 
or  accounted,  for  the  said  sums,  but  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
therefor,  with  interest  from  the  12th  day  of  June,  1858,  the 
date  of  the  said  inquisition,  and  demands  judgment  for  that 
sum,  with  the  costs  of  the  action. 

The  defendant  details  in  his  affidavit,  the  circumstances  un- 
der which  he  became  entitled  as  he  alleges,  to  the  fees  and  per- 
quisites ;  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and 
which  he  applied  in  satisfaction  thereof;  and  claims  the  right 
to  apply  in  this  action  as  a  set-off  or  counter  claim  thereto. 

The  plaiutiff 's  affidavits  sufficiently  substantiate  the  relation 
of  the  parties,  the  deficit  in  the  accounts,  and  the  misappropri- 
ation of  the  moneys.  The  only  question  argued  upon  the  ap- 
peal was,  whether  this  was  properly  an  action  for  money  re- 
ceived, or  property  embezzled,  or  fraudulently  misapplied  by 
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a  public  officer,  in  the  course  of  his  employment  as  such,  or 
by  a  person  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  or  for  misconduct 
or  neglect  in  office,  or  whether  the  original  cause  of  action,  as- 
suming it  to  have  been  such  as  would  have  justified  an  order 
of  arrest,  had  been  waived,  merged  or  extinguished,  by  the 
l^roceedings  taken  in  England,  under  the  extent  and  inqui- 
sition ? 

C.  A.  Seward  and  A.  Oakey  Hall,^  defcfidant. 

I.  T.  Williams,  toitli  whom  was  H.  WHrrTAKER,^^'^^^^*' 
tiff,  made  and  argued  the  following  points : 

This  is  an  appeal  firom  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  dis- 
charge the  defendant  from  arrest.  It  is  admitted  thai  the 
affidavits,  &c.,  upon  which  he  is  held,  are  sufficient,  unless  the 
proceedings  called  "a  writ  of  extent,"  have  so  affected  the 
relations  of  the  parties,  that  the  defendant  cannot  now  be  held 
to  bail. 

The  only  question  now  presented  to  the  court  for  their  de- 
cision is :  Has  the  proceedings  taken  in  England,  as  the  same 
is  set  forth  and  appears  in  the  papers  before  the  court,  so 
changed  the  relation  of  the  parties,  that  the  defendant  cannot 
now  be  held  to  bail? 

I.  What  were  those  proceedings,  in  £ict? 

1.  The  assertion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  or  founded  upon  those  proceedings,  is  not  only 
without  foundation,  but  without  the  slightest  pretext. 

2.  The  cause  of  action  is  clearly  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
to  wit :  The  official  character  of  the  defendant ;  that  he  re- 
ceived the  money  sought  to  be  recovered  in  an  official  charac- 
ter, for  certain  specified  uses  and  purposes  of  his  government 
or  principal ;  that  he  neglected  so  to  apply  the  money,  but  on 
the  contrary  thereof,  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use,  and  there- 
upon absconded  firom  England.  It  then  proceeds  to  say,  that 
at  the  suggestion  of  a  government  officer,  a  commission  was 
issued  out  of  the  court  of  exchequer  to  two  commissioners, 
directing  them  to  inquire  of  a  jury,  (which  the  same  commis- 
sion directed  the  sheriff  of  that  county  to  call  before  such 
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commissioners,)  whether  the  said  defendant  had  so  misappzo* 
priated  the  said  moneys,  and  if  jea,  to  what  amount  7  That 
in  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  that  commission  or  writ^  a  jury 
was  by  said  sheriff,  called  before  said  commissioners,  and  there- 
upon the  commissioners  made  such  inquiries  of  the  jury,  who 
found  and  returned  to  said  inquiries,  that  the  defendant  was 
indebted  to  the  government  in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  two 
hundred  and  twenty-three  pounds  and  three  pence  sterling,  for 
moneys  he  had  so  received  as  such  officer  for  such  purposes, 
and  which  he  had  neglected  so  to  apply  to  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses for  which  they  were  received  by  him,  but  on  the  contrary 
had  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and  was  therefore  in* 
debted  to  the  government  in  the  said  sum  of  two  thousand 
two  hundred  and  twenty-three  pounds  and  three  pence  sterling. 

The  complaint  states,  that  these  proceedings  were  taken  ac- 
cording to  law,  and  prays  leave  to  refer  to  an  exemplification 
of  the  return  of  such  commission,  which  is  produced  before 
the  court  on  this  motion,  and  read  as  a  part  of  the  papers 
thereon. 

The  court  will,  therefore,  look  into  this  exemplification  and 
see  precisely  what  it  imports,  and  will  examine  ih^  law  to  see 
what  the  proceedings  amount  to,  if  they  were  (as  is  alleged  iu 
the  complaint)  according  to  law. 

'The  suggestion  of  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  the  plaintiff 
in  this  motion  must  be  confined  to  his  statements  contained  in 
the  complaint  is  not  tenable.  The  plaintiff  may  oppose  the 
motion  upon  such  papers  and  affidavits  as  he  sees  fit,  and  the 
court  will  look  into  them  all  to  see  what  the  facts  really  are. 
The  statements  in  the  complaint  are  not  of  the  least  import- 
ance, for  that  paper  was  not  drawn  for  this  purpose.  It  is  not 
the  office  of  a  complaint  to  furnish  evidence  for  holding  to 
bail.  This  is  done  by  affidavits  and  other  papers,  and  may  be 
done,  though  the  complaint  shows  the  action  to  be  upon  a 
simple  contract  claim,  as  upon  a  promissory  note,  &c.  {Cheny 
agt  Qarbat,  5  How.  467 ;  ifasien  agt  SdoviU,  6  id  515-;  Field 
agt.  Morse,  7  id,  16]  Delamaier  agt.  Russdl,  4  id,  234 ;  JBurkle 
agt  UUis,  4  id.  288 ;  Cof-win  agt.  Freeland,  2  Sdd.  560,) 
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If  the  court  will  look  into  the  papers,  they  will  find  that 
nothing  more  has  been  done  than  what  is  above  stated. 

II.  What  is  the  legal  nature  and  character  of  those  pro- 
ceedings ? 

The  term  "  extent,"  seems  to  be  applied  to  the  whole  of  the 
proceedings  that  may  be  taken  for  the  collection  of  crown  debt 
The  term  extent  is,  however,  properly  applicable  only  to  the 
writs  which  are  issued  to  the  sheriff. 

The  first  writ  is  an  extent  in  chie^  or  an  immedicUe  extent^ 
and  the  second  is  an  extent  in  aid. 

The  extent  in  chief  is  issued  on  the  coming  in  of  the  commis- 
sion  issued  to  the  commissioners  as  above  described.  It  is 
founded  upon  the  return  or  finding  of  the  jury,  which  return 
fixes  the  amount  of  property  the  sheriff  may  attach  or  the 
amount  in  which  he  may  hold  the  defendant  to  bail,  and  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  capitis  ad  respondendum^  and  an  atlachment 
united. 

This  proceeding  preliminary  to  the  commencement  of  a  suit 
is  peculiar  to  suits  by  the  crown.  A  private  individual  can 
have  his  capias  on  filing  an  affidavit  by  which  the  amount  in 
which  he  may  hold  the  defendant  to  bail  is  fixed ;  but  the 
crown  (so  great  was  the  jealousy  of  our  ancestors  for  the  lib- 
erty of  the  subject,  and  so  fearful  were  they  of  oppression  from 
the  crown)  was  by  statute  of  88  Henry  VIII,  chap.  39,  ccwn- 
pelled  to  submit  such  an  affidavit  to  a  jury,  for  them  to  find 
that  the  statements  therein  were  true  before  the  crown  could 
have  a  similar  process. 

Upon  the  return  of  this  writ,  the  suit  proceeded  as  in  any 
other  case.  If  the  defendant  was  found  and  brought  into 
court  a  judgment  was  obtained  against  him  in  personam.  If 
not  found,  and  his  goods  or  lands  were  taken,  then  the  proceed- 
ings were  in  rem,  as  in  similar  cases  both  in  that  country  and 
in  many  states  of  this.  The  defendant  might  voluntary  ap* 
pear,  and  in  that  case,  his  rights  would  be  the  same  as  if 
brought  into  court  by  the  sheriff  upon  his  writ  of  extent  in 
chief 
The  extent  in  aid  was  a  proceeding  after  the  return  of  the 
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writ  in  chief,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  case,  and  there- 
fore need  not  be  discussed.  The  return  shows  that  this  pro- 
ceeding was  nothing  other  or  different  than  a  proceeding  upon 
which  to  found  an  extent  in  chief,  which  has  been  explained. 
All  the  cases  cited  b;  the  defendant's  counsel,  are  cases  of  an 
extent  in  aid  as  they  admit.  At  all  events,  the  papers  do  not 
show  that  anything  further  or  other  than  the  issuing,  execu- 
tion and  return  of  this  commission  has  been  had,  and  the  court 
will  not  indulge  in  any  presumptions  of  future  proceediDgs. 
Indeed,  the  papers  show  that  no  other  proceedings  were  had, 
for  1st.  The  defendant  had  absconded,  or  at  all  events  left  the 
country ;  and  2d.  The  defendant  both  in  his  affidavit  and  an- 
swer, swears  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  proceedings,  that 
they  were  ex  parte,  without  notice  to  him,  and  that  he  is  in  no 
way  bound  by  them. 

It  is  true,  that  these  proceedings  were  both  ex  parte  and  se- 
cret, that  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  oppose  them  or  have 
notice  thereofl  That  their  only  purpose  and  office  is  to  furnish 
proof  upon  which  the  defendant  and  his  property  might  be 
taken  on  mesne  process.  This  practice  is  fully  discussed  and 
explained  in  Regina  agt  Byle,  (9  Mees.  dk  Welsbt/,  p.  227.) 

The  careful  attention  of  the  court  is  called  to  the  statement 
of  that  case,  the  statutes  cited,  and  the  argument  or  rather 
statement  of  the  solicitor-general,  Sir  "William  Follett, 
both  in  his  opening  and  reply.  The  court  will  not  be  misled 
by  the  statement  of  Mr.  Cresswell,  who  mistakes  whollj'  the 
statutes  under  which  the  proceedings  are  had.  The  whole 
court  concur  with  the  solicitor-general,  and  Baron  Eolpb 
thinks  the  proceedings  are  not  different  in  character  from  what 
they  would  have  been  if  the  process  could  be  issued  simply** 
upon  the  filing  of  an  affidavit,  as  in  the  case  of  a  private  indi* 
vidual.  (The  foregoing  will  be  found  only  in  the  case  as  re- 
ported by  Meeson  &  Welsby.) 

in.  Is  there  anything  in  this  proceeding  that  should  take 
from  the  plaintiff  a  right  which  he  would  otherwise  have  had, 
to  wit :  a  right  to  augment  his  security  by  holding  the  defend- 
ant to  bail? 
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If  SO,  it  is  on  some  anomalous  principle,  certainly  not  on  the 
principle  of  extinguishment,  for  the  operation  of  that  is  to  blot 
out  a  debt,  not  to  waive  a  remedy.  Tt  is  not  a  waiver,  for 
nothing  is  waived.  The  jury  found  the  facts,  (see  exemplifi- 
cation,) what  else  could  the  plaintiff  do  to  signify  his  adhesion 
to  all  his  rights  in  the  premises  ?  Is  not  a  waiver  a  question 
of  intent  ?  If  a  party  takes  a  higher  security  and  thereby  ex- 
tinguishes a  lower  security,  does  he  not  intend  to  take  it  ? 
Would  it  operate  as  an  extinguishment  if  it  failed  to  appear 
that  he  intended  to  receive  it  ?  Can  there  be  a  waiver  with- 
out a  consent  expressed  or  implied  ?  And  if  the  plaintiff  did 
all  he  could  to  signify  his  intent  to  adhere  to  all  his  rights  and 
remedies,  what  evidence  is  there  of  an  intent  to  waive  ? 

The  defendant  lays  stress  upon  the  £9i^t  that  the  finding  of 
the  jury  is  entered  of  "  record."  But  does  a  record  necessarily 
waive  any  prior  existing  remedy  ?  Everything  is  a  record  that 
is  recorded  or  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  The  statute  of 
this  state  provides  that  in  order  to  enforce  and  establish  a  oon- 
tinuanoe  of  liens  for  work,  labor,  &c.,  the  party  shall  file  a 
statement  of  the  items  of  his  claim  with  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
duly  verified  by  his  affidavit,  and  that  thereupon  the  derk 
shall  record  the  same,  (a  proceeding  singularly  analogous  to 
those  had  in  the  case  now  before  the  court,)  and  the  claim  is 
thereupon  spread  upon  the  records  of  the  court.  Does  any  one 
pretend  that  thereby  the  simple  contract  is  extinguished  by  a 
higher  security  ?  that  a  suit  brought  setting  forth  the  work  and 
labor  done,  Ac.,  and  the  filing  of  the  items  and  affidavit  and 
the  record  thereof  by  the  clerk,  would  under  our  former  prac- 
tice have  been  an  action  c^  debt  upon  a  record  ?  that  an  ac- 
tion upon  the  simple  contract  debt  could  not  have  been  main- 
tained 7  It  might  as  well  be  said  that  before  recording,  a  suit 
might  be  brought  upon  a  mortgage,  but  that  after  the  mort- 
gage is  recorded  the  suit  must  be  founded  upon  the  record. 

The  defendant  lays  stress  also  upon  the  fact  that  the  jury 
found  that  the  defendant  is  **  indebted,"  &c.  But  if  the  "  rec- 
ord "  also  shows  that  it  is  one  of  those  classes  of  indebtedness 
for  which  a  party  may  be  held  to  bail,  how  does  it  help  his 
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case?  If  the  defendant  thinks  ihe  word  "debt^*^  ought  not 
to  have  been  used,  perhaps  he  will  also  object  to  that  word  in 
the  Ck>de,  where  it  provides  that  if  the  "  debt "  has  been  frau- 
dulentlj  coDtracted,  the  defendant  may  be  held  to  bail.  (&e 
Code,  §  179,  sub.  4.) 

The  word  debt  is  a  word  of  the  broadest  possible  significa- 
tion, it  includes  all  classes  of  obligations  and  liabilities^  whether 
sounding  in  tort  or  contract^  whether  incurred  "  in  ofl&ce,"  car 
by  a  "person  in  a  fiduciaay  capacity,"  or  where  the  party  has 
otherwise  '^  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt  or  in- 
curring the  obligation."  {See  S  MeL  R.  622,  526 ;  2  St^hens' 
Oom.  186, 187,  and  note;  1  Bur.  Die. p.  842  ;  1  R  D.  iSmilVs 
Hep.  261.) 

lY.  Let  the  proceedings  recited  in  the  docunient  bef<»re  the 
courts  amount  to  what  they  may,  no  authority  has  been  shown 
for  saying  that  the  plaintiff  must  thereby  be  deprived  of  an  es^ 
sential  part  of  his  remedy  against  the  defendant  in  this  actiou. 
It  might  well  be  presumed  that  in  a  case  of  so  much  import- 
ance as  the  present,  if  any  authority  existed  it  would  harve  be^i 
produced. 

We  are  referred  to  the  case  of  Goodrich  agt  Dunbar^  (17 
Barb.  p.  644,)  f<»r  the  only  authority  that  is  aUempted  to  be 
produced,  and  upon  whidi  ahne  the  defendant  relies. 

Of  that  case  it  may  be  remarked:  1.  It  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  considered  in  the  light  of  authority  either  by  the 
court  or  counsel.  No  case,  doctrine  or  other  authority  is  re- 
ferred to  by  counsel  or  court,  either  in  the  argument  or  in  th^ 
opinion. 

2.  Every  syllable  of  that  case  upcm  which  the  defendant 
would  rely  is  sheer  obiter  didum. 

The  court  on  the  first  branch  of  the  case,  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  had  there  been  no  suit  or  judgment  in  Galiforoia, 
still  the  defendant  could  not  be  held  to  bail  upon  the  fisu^ts  as 
they  were  made  to  appear  before  the  court  It  was,  therefozei 
unnecessary  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  judgment,  and  all  that 
is  said  upon  that  subject  is  entirely  obiter. 

But  upon  the  second  branch  of  the  case,  t.  e.,  the  effect  of 
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the  judgment,  had  it  been  necessary  to  consider  it,  no  point 
was  made.  There  was  no  njing,  and  consequently  nothing  is 
or  could  have  been  decided.  If  the  judgment  roll  did  not 
show  a  case  for  arrest^  (and  the  court  held  it  does  not,)  no 
point  could  have  been  raised  without  offering  proof  aliunde 
the  record,  to  show  that  the  cause  of  action  was  one  for  which 
the  defendant  might  by  the  provisions  of  the  Code  be  held  to 
bail.  No  such  proof  being  offered,  the  court  had  nothing  to 
rule  upon,  and  consequently  could  decide  nothing.  It  is,  there- 
fore, insisted  that  no  authority  whatever  has  been  produced  for 
the  doctiine  which  the  defendant  relies  upon.  The  opposite 
doctrine  is  clearly  held  in  the  case  of  Wanzer  agt.  De  Baum^ 
(1  E.  D.  Smith's  Rp.  261.) 

Y.  Assuming  the  exemplification  before  the  court  to  be  a 
record  importing  verity,  (and  this  is  all  the  defendant  claims 
for  it,)  it  is  an  absolute  nullity  for  every  purpose,  save  perhaps 
two :  Jirst,  it  may  fix  the  time  from  which  interest  should  run, 
and  it  will  do  that  provided  it  amounts  to  a  demand  for  the 
money :  and  second,  if  it  should  be  pretended  that  a  suit  can- 
not be  brought  in  this  country  in  behalf  of  the  crown,  unless 
the  demand  were  in  such  a  situation  that  an  action  could  be 
commenced  upon  it  in  England,  then  these  proceedings  would 
obviate  that  objection  by  showing  that  such  proceedings  had 
been  so  taken,  and,  therefore,  the  demand  would  have  been 
sueablein  England. 

For  these  purposes  it  was  set  forth  in  the  complaint :  1.  If 
a  record,  it  is  a  record  of  nothing  save  what  it  contains.  The 
court  will  then  look  into  the  record  to  see  what  it  is  a  record 
of.    By  an  inspection  of  that  record,  it  will  be  found : 

First  To  recite  nothing  but  a  necessaiy  ex  parte  proceeding 
upon  which  to  found  mesne  process  in  the  nature  of  a  warrant 
of  arrest  and  attachment  against  the  person  and  property  of 
the  defendant  If  this  be  so,  then  the  defendant  is  reduced  to 
the  necessity  of  embodying  his  proposition  in  the  following 
form,  viz :  "The  plaintiff  may  not  lay  the  foundation  for  a 
process  to  arrest  my  person,  because  by  doing  so  he  waives 
the  light  to  arrest  me  at  alL'' 
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Second.  It  will  find  that  it  contains  no  recital  that  the  de- 
fendant was  in  court,  either  by  its  process  or  by  voluntary  sub- 
mission of  his  person  to  its  jurisdiction.  In  the  absence  of  re- 
citals in  the  record  to  this  effect,  the  record  and  all  proceedings 
thereby  proven  or  referred  to,  are  absolutely  void.  {Uulheri 
agt.  The  New  Hope  Muivxil  Insurance  Co,,  4  How,  per  Sill,  e/"., 
on  page  276  ;  S.  C,  affirmed,  id.  p.  415 ;  13  J.  B.  192  ;  16  J] 
/?.  121,  142;  5  J;i?.87;  8  J",  if.  87,  91,  193 ;  6  Cowen,4:U; 
SUyrj/s  Conf,  of  Laws,  549,  and  note  opinion  of  Jvdge  Pabsons.) 

Third,  It  will  find  that  the  jury  found  that  the  defendant 
while  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  and  in  office^  appropriated 
money  which  he  had  received  in  such  capacity  and  in  such 
office,  for  the  use  of  his  principal  to  his  own  use,  and  had  neg- 
lected to  pay  it  over  as  he  ought  to  have  done.  That  such  a 
secret  ex  parte  proceeding  with  the  intent  and  purpose  for 
which  this  was  done,  should  have  the  effect  of  waiving  a 
remedy,  is  little  less  than  an  absurdity  on  its  face. 

Can  a  waiver  take  place,  unless  from  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  it  is  inferrible  that  the  parties  intended  it? 
Here  it  is  shown  that  the  intent  of  the  act  done  was  entirely 
of  an  opposite  character  by  the  only  party  who  had  or  now  has 
any  knowledge  of  what  wa^  done,  (for  the  defendant  swears  in 
his  afiidavit  and  answer,  that  he  had  and  now  has  no  knowl- 
edge or  notice  whatever  of  this  proceeding.)  Can  an  extin- 
guishment be  worked  by  elevating  the  nature  of  the  security, 
where  the  act  which  is  claimed  to  have  so  changed  the  charac- 
ter of  the  security  was  one  to  which  the  defendant  neither  as- 
sented nor  had  any  knowledge  of?  If  the  character  of  the 
security  was  changed,  it  must  have  been  by  extinguishing  the 
former  security  and  receiving  a  higher  security  in  the  place  of 
it.  What  evidence  is  there  that  the  plaintiff  ever  consented 
to  extinguish  the  former  security  ?  What  evidence  is  there 
that  the  defendant  ever  gave  the  higher  security  ?  This  could 
not  have  been  done  by  the  court,  for  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction of  the  defendant,  and  could  not  affect  or  vary  his  rights 
without  first  bringing  him  before  it,  thereby  acquiring  juris- 
diction over  him.     But  the  record  here  produced,  shows  no 
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adjudication  of  any  court  whatever.  The  bare  finding  of  a 
jury,  though  their  finding  be  recorded  ever  so  many  timea^ 
never  operated  to  extinguish  a  claim.  It  is  the  judgment  of 
the  court,  entered  upon  the  finding  of  a  jury,  and  the  record 
of  that  judgment  that  works  this  effect.  Here  is  no  judgment 
of  any  court,  no  record  of  any  judgment.  The  position  of  the 
defendant  in  any  view  of  it,  is  entirely  unsupported  by  the 
facts  or  the  law  of  the  case.  It  cannot  be  substantiated  upon 
any  of  the  hypotheses  he  presents,  either  on  principle  or  by 
adjudications. 

It  is  insisted,  therefore,  that  the  order  appealed  fi^>m  should 
be  affirmed  with  costs. 

By  the  court — Hooeboom,  Justice.  The  question  presented 
for  the  consideration  of  the  court  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 
defendant  ought  to  remain  under  arrest  within  the  provisions 
of  subdivision  2  of  section  179  of  the  Code  7  That  section  au- 
thorizes the  arrest  of  a  party  in  an  action  for  money  received 
or  property  embezzled  or  fraudulently  misapplied  by  a  public 
officer,  or  by  a  person  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  or  for  any  mis- 
conduct or  neglect  in  office.  The  question  was  argued  wholly 
upon  the  eSect  of  the  judicial  proceedings  taken  in  England 
upon  the  case,  and  I  do  not,  therefore,  propose  to  discuss  the 
question  whether  the  defendant  for  acts  done  in  England, 
amounting  to  a  fraud  or  official  misconduct  towards  that  gov- 
ernment, can  be  held  to  arrest  here  as  a  public  officer,  or  guilty 
of  official  misconduct,  or  whether  our  statute  is  limited  in  its 
operation  to  cases  of  misconduct  occurring  within  its  own  jur- 
isdiction, or  towards  its  own  government.  The  precise  ques- 
tion to  be  disposed  of,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  legal  proceed- 
ings which  have  taken  place  in  England,  have  essentially  al- 
tered the  original  cause  of  action,  and  so  deprived  it  of  its 
original  character  or  qualities,  that  in  its  present  shape  the  ac- 
tion can  no  longer  be  said  to  be  an  action  for  money  received 
or  property  embezzled  or  fraudulently  misapplied  by  the  de- 
fendant as  public  officer,  or  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  office. 
This  must  be  determined  by  ascertaining  the  legal  chanotor- 
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istics  of  the  cause  of  action,  on  which  the  plaintiff  must  rely  for 
%  reooyeij  in  the  form  of  action  which  he  has  adopted.  I  say 
llie  cause  of  action  on  which  he  must  rdyfor  a  recovery,  rather 
than  the  cause  of  action  on  which  he  has  prosecuted,  or  which  he 
has  set  forth  in  his  complaint,  for  if  all  the  facts  as  now  developed, 
show  that  he  must  rely  upon  the  extent  and  inquisition,  and 
that  he  cannot  go  back  to  the  original  official  misconduct  as 
the  ground  of  recoveiy,  then  we  must  look  at  the  extent  and 
inquisition,  and  determine  whether  they  have  so  fiir  altered, 
merged  or  extinguished  the  original  cause  of  action  as  to  de* 
prive  it  of  those  properties  upon  which  the  right  to  obtain  an 
order  of  arrest  is  founded ;  we  are  driven,  therefore,  to  inves- 
tigate the  character  and  effect  of  the  proceedings  in  England, 
in  order  to  detennine  this  motion.  These  proceedings  are 
denominated  in  the  complaint  in  this  action,  a  writ  of  extent 
and  an  inquisition  thereon ;  but  I  think  improperly  so.  They 
are  merely  the  commission  and  inquisition  which  are  resorted 
lo  in  England  as  preliminary  to,  and  the  foundation  of  the 
writ  of  extent  and  inquisition,  which  are  subsequently  issued 
and  taken.  So  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  gather  or  understand 
the  practice  in  England  upon  this  subject,  it  is  this : 

When  the  queen  desires  to  recover  a  simple  contract  debt 
against  a  subject,  she  may  proceed  by  action  of  debt,  or  by  a 
mnre  facias  or  extent,  but  writs  of  set.  fa,  or  extent  must  be 
founded  upon  matter  of  record,  and,  therefore,  before  proceed- 
ings can  be  taken  to  collect  a  sinple  contract  debt,  it  must  be 
entered  of  record.  (2  Tidd's  Prac.  1092 ;  Begina  agt.  Byk,  9 
Jfees.  A  WelAy,  289.) 

To  put  the  simple  contract  debt  in  this  shape  a  commission 
is  issued  out  of  the  court  of  exchequer,  directed  to  two  com- 
missioners, and  always  executed  in  Middlesex,  to  inquire  as 
to  the  indebtedness  and  its  amount,  under  which  an  inquisition 
is  taken  to  find  the  debt  When  thus  taken,  returned  and 
filed,  it  becomes  matter  of  record,  and  the  proper  foundation 
upon  which  a  writ  of  extent  issues.  It  is  precisely  this,  and 
no  more,  which  has  been  done  in  the  present  case,  according 
to  the  exemplified  proceedings  which  are  presented  on 
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motkm.  No  notice  to  the  defendant  is  giren  of  tbe  exeoatSoB 
of  this  commiaBion,  and  none  was  given  to  the  defendant  in 
tfiis  ease,  and  generallj  no  eyidenoe  is  given  of  the  debt  in 
these  preliminary  proceedings  except  the  affidavit  of  danger 
which  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  writ  of  extent^ 
which  is  Ae  next  proceeding.    (2  TidePs  Prae.  109S.) 

This  affidavit  states  the  existence  and  origin  of  the  debi^  and 
that  it  is  in  danger  of  being  lost  in  consequence  of  defendant's 
insolvency,  bankruptcy  or  absconding,  or  other  act  leading  to 
a  like  c<!niclu8ion,  then  B,fiat  issues  for  a  writ  of  extent  signed 
by  the  chancellor  of  the  exchequer  or  a  baron,  and  upon  thiS| 
(after  the  preliminary  inquisition  is  returned  and  filed,)  the 
writ  of  exUni  issues.  This  writ  when  issued  to  collect  a  debt 
due  to  the  queen,  (as  it  would  be  in  the  present  case  if  the 
proceedings  were  continued  in  England,)  is  called  an  exkni  in 
fhiefj  when  issued  as  it  sometimes  may  be  in  behalf  of  the 
trovm  dxbtor^  (though  in  the  name  of  the  king  or  queen,)  againal 
his  debtor,  it  is  called  an  extent  in  aid,  because  its  objeet  is  %» 
aid  in  obtaining  payment  of  the  debt  due  the  crown.  This 
writ  is  directed  to  the  sheriff  and  commands  him  to  enter  same 
and  take  defendant^  and  to  inquire  by  a  July  what  lands  and 
tenements,  goods  and  chattels  and  debts,  the  defendant  has  (or 
had)  and  to  appraise  and  extend  the  same,  and  take  and  aeia^ 
them  into  the  king's  (or  queen's)  hand&  (2  Tidd^s  Prac.  1094 ; 
SeweU  on  Sheriffs,  264 ;   Watson's  SherygT,  247.) 

Under  this  writ  an  inquisition  is  taken  in  obedience  tir  its 
injunctions,  and  on  its  execution  all  parties  interested  may  ap- 
pear and  give  evidence,  and  sometimes  the  court  is  applied 
to  to  require  reasonable  notice  c^  its  execution  to  be  given,  al* 
though  no  notice  is  given  in  ordinary  cases.  As  yet  it  will  be 
observed  there  is  no  command  to  sell  ihe  property  seiaed. 
Therefore,  on  the  return  day  of  the  writ  of  extent,  a  rule  is 
entered  that  if  no  one  appear  and  claim  the  property  of  ih» 
goods  in  sennight,  a  writ  of  venditioni  exponas,  shall  issue  fo 
Mil  the  same.  (2  Tidd's,  1116 ;  SeweU,  281.)  If  there  is  no 
appearanoe  the  property  is  sold  under  the  last  named  writ  If 
the  defendsrut  or  other  parties  interested  in  the  ptoperij  appttd* 
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as  he  may  do,  he  may  oppose  the  proceedings,  which  is  done 
principallj  in  two  ways,  either  by  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
proceedings  if  there  are  legal  objections  thereto,  or  by  a  tra- 
verte^  On  a  traverse  the  party  enters  his  appearance  and  claim 
of  properly,  then  a  rule  to  plead  is  entered,  and  the  defendant 
puts  in  his  plsaa^  which  may  contain  any  matter  of  defence, 
and  among  others  that  the  debt  does  not  exist  or  has  been  in 
some  way  paid  or  satisfied.  To  these  pleas  a  replication,  (if 
neoessary,)  is  interposed,  and  an  issue  being  formed,  the  cause 
goes  to  trial  in  the  ordinary  way  before  a  jury.  (2  TiddCs^ 
1124  to  1128^  A  postea  is  made  up  and  a  rule  for  judgment 
entered.  In  practice,  except  where  the  defendant  wishes  to 
Ixing  a  writ  of  error,  a  judgment  is  seldom  entered  up  when 
the  Verdict  is  in  £GiYor  of  the  crown,  as  the  latter  is  already  in 
possession  of  the  property  under  the  writ  of  extent,  nor  does 
an  execution  issue,  the  cause  being  left  to  take  the  same  course 
as  if  no  appearance  or  claim  had  been  put  in.  If  the  defend- 
ant succeeds  on  the  trial,  he  is  restored  to  the  property  by  a 
writ  of  amoveas  manus.    (2  Tidd^  1128, 1129.) 

This  brief  recital  of  the  English  practice,  will  help  materi- 
ally to  illustrate  this  case.  The  proceedings  in  England,  so 
fiur  as  they  have  taken  place,  are  only  preliminary,  in  their 
character  entirely  ex  parte,  and  only  resorted  to  as  a  foundation 
for  a  proceeding  peculiar  to  England,  at  any  rate  wholly  un- 
known to  us  under  our  present  system,  to  wit :  the  writ  of 
extent  It  is  possible  that  in  England,  an  action  of  debt 
might  lie  in  behalf  of  the  crown  upon  the  debt  thus  found  by 
these  preliminary  proceedings,  as  it  would  lie  upon  the  simple 
oontract  debt  existing  before  the  proceedings  were  initiated. 
J  do  not  know  whether  this  is  so  or  not,  but  if  it  be  so,  I  should 
have  some  doubt  if  England  had  a  statute  like  ours  in  regard 
to  arrest,  whether  the  character  of  the  daim  would  be  thereby 
so  entirely  metamorphosed  as  to  forbid  an  arrest.  I  should 
dunk  it  certainly  would  not  be  if  the  plaintiff  had  his  election 
either  to  sue  upon  the  original  simple  contract  debt  or  the  debt 
of  record,  which  was  the  result  of  the  preliminary  proceedings. 
Tbeie  would  have  occurred  no  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  no  vol- 
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notary  cbange  by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  of  the 
ohaiacter  of  the  debt,  no  particular  equity  for  depriving  the 
plaintiff  of  his  original  remedies,  nothing  indeed  occurring  but 
a  proceeding  which  gaye  greater  certainty,  precision  and  per- 
manency  to  the  debt  Still  if  the  plaintiff  was  restricted  to 
his  remedy  upon  the  debt  of  record,  it  might  well  be  said  his 
cause  of  action  was  not  the  same  as  at  first  In  the  first  pro* 
oeeding  he  would  be  obliged  to  proceed  upon  the  original  cause 
of  action,  the  simple  contract  debt  In  the  other  case,  he 
would  be  obliged  to  proceed  upon  the  record  debt,  and  would 
neither  be  required  or  allowed  to  go  back  to  the  original  cause 
of  action.  But  taking  the  &ct8  of  this  case,  I  do  not  see  how 
he  could  found  an  effectual  or  conclusive  cause  of  action  upon 
an  ex  parte  proceeding.  It  is  as  to  the  defendant  as  if  it  had 
never  taken  place.  I  know  of  no  transaction  upon  which  a 
right  of  action  against  another  can  be  founded,  unless  he  has 
in  some  way  become  a  party  to  it,  or  unless  in  some  legal  pro* 
ceeding  jurisdiction  of  his  person  had  been  obtained.  Even, 
therefore,  if  the  action  had  been  prosecuted  in  England  under 
a  statute  similar  to  ours,  I  think  the  plaintiff  could  not  rely 
for  a  recovery  upon  what  are  (erroneously)  called  in  this  case^ 
the  extent  and  inquisition,  for  the  reason  that  the  proceeding 
was  wholly  ex  parte  and  liable  to  a  jurisdictional  objection. 
He  would  be  driven  therefor  to.  his  original  cause  of  action. 
But  in  this  state,  we  have  no  writ  of  extent,  no  proceedings 
in  any  way  analogous,  and  the  plaintiff  institutes  the  ordinary 
action  to  recover  his  debt  In  his  complaint  it  is  very  appa- 
rent that  he  sets  forth  all  the  fitcts  independent  of  the  extent 
and  inquisition,  which  he  would  have  set  forth  if  he  had  been 
suing  upon  the  original  cause  of  action  alone.  But  he  sets 
forth  also,  the  extent  and  inquisition,  as  on  this  motion  he  al- 
leges not  as  the  substantive  cause  of  action,  but  as  a  &ct  in  the 
history  of  the  cause  of  action,  giving  at  most  precision  and  cer- 
tainty to  his  claim,  and  furnishing  a  date  fix>m  which  to  chaige 
interest  On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  claims  that  it  is 
put  forth  as  the  real  and  substantive  cause  of  action,  the  record 
on  which  the  plaintiff  relies  for  a  recovery,  and  that  the  other 
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•llqpitions  aie  only  hj  way  of  introdootioa  or  indacenniftL 
Bat  it  is  clear  to  my  mind,  tbat  it  is  not  a  reoord  in  the  oidir 
nary  sense  of  that  term ;  that  is,  a  matter  conclusive  upon  thf 
parties,  incapable  of  contradiction  and  importing  absolute 
verity. 

In  a  restricted  sense,  it  is  a  record  like  a  recorded  mortgage 
or  a  recorded  deed;  that  is,  it  is  entered  of  record.  Bat  it  has 
not  even  the  force  of  a  recorded  deed  or  mortgage,  hr  tbej 
purport  to  be  the  act  and  bear  the  signature  of  the  adverse 
party,  whereas  this  is  a  wholly  ex  parte  proceeding,  and  would 
have  no  more  inherent  force  than  a  judgment,  decree  or  reoord 
made  upon  the  party's  own  motion  without  notice  to  the  ad« 
verse  party,  in  a  case  where  the  practice  of  the  court  required 
the  fltcts  in  the  complaint  to  be  verified  by  a  disinterested  witf 
nesB.  I  think  such  a  proceeding  independent  of  a  statute  giv- 
ing it  efficacy,  can  have  no  such  force  by  the  principles  of  the 
common  law  as  a  substantive  cause  of  action  as  would  allow  of 
its  being  declared  on  as  such,  or  as  having  inherent  vitality,  in- 
dq>endent  of  the  aliment  or  support  it  derives  from  the  origin- 
a}  cause  of  action.  If  this  be  so,  then  the  so  called  extent  and 
inquisition  amount  to  nothing  as  a  cause  of  action,  and  if  they 
wre  ineffectual  for  that  purpose,  they  are  also  ineffectual  to  de^ 
prive  the  plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  original  cause  of  action  arose.  In  other  words,  the 
plaintiff  has  not,  even  if  he  originally  attempted  to  do  so,  suo- 
oeeded  in  so  altering,  merging  or  extinguishing  his  original 
claim,  as  to  give  it  a  new  character  or  make  it  a  new  thing. 
The  present  action  is  still  an  action  to  recover  money  or  prop^ 
erty  embezzled  or  fraudulently  misapplied  by  a  public  officer, 
or  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  office. 

The  result  at  which  I  have  arrived  upon  this  part  of  the 
case,  contrary  I  am  firee  to  say,  to  my  original  impression, 
makes  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  examine  the  question  whether 
in  case  the  plaintiff  had  succeeded  in  transforming  his  original 
claim  into  a  judgment,  he  would  thereby  have  perfected  the 
right  to  arrest  the  defendant  incident  to  his  claim  in  its  origin- 
al character.    Upon  that  subject,  the  authorities  so&iaB  they 
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have  gone,  are  conflicting.  Judge  Mitchell,  of  the  mipreme 
00111%  in  Ooodrich  agt  Dunbar^  (17  Barb.  644,)  maintains  the 
affixHiative  of  this  proposition,  while  Judge  Woodrufp,  of  the 
common  pleas,  in  Wanxer  agt  De  Baum,  (1 M  D.  SmilKs  Rep$. 
261,)  as  strenuottslj  upholds  the  negative.  I  do  not  think  the 
present  case  calls  for  a  decision  of  that  question. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  be  discharged  from  aireet,  upon  the  ground  argued  before 
ns  on  the  appeal,  and  that  the  order  of  the  special  term  should 
be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Order  affirmed  aooordinglj. 


SUPEEME  COURT.  ^ 

JoHK  F.  BxTTTEBWOBTH,  Eeceiver  of  the  Island  City  Bank 
agt  William  O'Briiek  and  John  O'Bribk, 

OorporaMoM  cannot  reooTer  back  uswriouM  premiums  paid  by  them  on  the  ktB 

or  forbearanoe  of  mon^. 
The  proper  constructdon  of  the  statate of  1850,  {Laws of  I860,  cA.  172,  §  1,)  which 

Bays :  "  No  corporation  ahali  hereafter  interpose  the  defence  of  wmry  in  waj 

action,''  forbida  such  recoveiy. 

New « York  Qeneral  Term^  September^  1858. 

Present^  Dayies,  Sutherland  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Sutherland 
at  special  teraQ,  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  upon 
the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action.  The  complaint  sets  forth  in  due  form  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  plaintiff  as  receiver  of  the  Island  City  Bank, 
a  banking  corporation;  and  then  alleges  that  prior  to  hift 
appointment  as  such  receiver,  and  within  one  year  past^  ibe 
said  bank  has  paid  and  said  defendants  have  received  on  the 
loan  or  forbearance  of  various  sums  of  money  by  said  defend* 
ants  to  said  bank^  the  sum  of  $10,000  in  excess  of  interest  oror 
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and  above  the  legal  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per  annum,  which 
he  cannot  state  with  precision  or  particularitj,  but  charges  that 
the  defendants  can  do  so.  Plaintiff  therefore,  prays  an  ac- 
countiDg,  to  determine  the  amount  thereof  and  judgment  for 
that  sum.  The  complaint  also  contains  a  prayer  for  general 
relief. 

Chables  a.  V%a:roj>y^  for  plaintiff. 

L  The  highest  rate  of  interest  allowed  by  law  in  this  state 
is  seven  per  cent.,  (1 R.  S.  p.  772,  §§  1  and  2,)  all  the  contracts 
for  a  higher  rate  than  that  are  void.  Any  excess  paid  above 
this  rate  may  be  recovered  back.  (1  R  S.  p.  772,  §  &)  The 
excess  beyond  legal  interest  could  be  recovered  back  at  com- 
mon law,  without  the  aid  of  the  statute.  ( Wheaion  agt  Htlh 
bardj  20  Johns.  R.  290.)  This  is  confessedly  the  case  now  as 
to  natural  persons. 

n.  The  statute  of  1850,  which  enacts  that  "  no  corporation 
shall  hereafter  interpose  the  defence  of  usury,"  does  not  alter 
the  rate  of  compensation  for  the  use  of  money,  or  legalize  a 
contract  by  a  corporation  for  a  higher  rate  than  that  thereto- 
fore allowed  by  law, 

IIL  The  '*  defence  "  of  usury  in  that  statute,  means  a  de- 
fence used  to  defeat  a  claim,  for  the  reason  that  usury  had  been 
reserved  or  agreed  to  be  paid,  concerning  it  A  defence  to  a 
^daim  or  debt  by  reason  of  a  taint  of  usury.  This  is  what  was 
understood  and  meant  by  *'  the  defence  of  usury."  It  has  no 
other  meaning  either  in  common  parlance  or  in  the  books. 

IV.  A  corporation,  therefore,  is  only  prohibited  by  this  stat- 
ute to  interpose  the  fact  of  usury  to  defeat  a  claim,  because  of 
the  taint  of  usury.  It  merely  takes  from  corporations  the  right 
to  insist  on  the  forfeiture  of  the  debt  or  claim.  The  statute 
was  penal  in  its  character.  It  was  so  as  to  corporations  aa 
well  as  natural  persons.  It  is  so  no  longer  as  to  corpo- 
rations. 

Y.  The  statute  does  not  legalize  a  contract  by  a  corporation 
to  pay  what  would  be  usury,  if  agreed  to  be  paid  by  a  natural 
pemon.    The  language  used  would  have  been  £ax  different  if 
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that  had  been  intended.  It  does  not  repeal  the  laws  against 
tueniiy  as  to  corporations.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  said  to  repeal 
the  penalties  against  it  as  to  them.  It  assumes  the  continued 
existence  of  usury  as  to  corporations  when  it  restrains  them 
from  interposing  it  as  a  defence.  The  penal  feature,  or  one 
enforcing  a  forfeiture,  alone  is  repealed. 

y  I.  There  was  in  existence  a  system  of  legislation,  the  pur* 
pose  of  which  was  to  restrict  the  rate  of  interest  on  rhoney. 
No  reference  is  made  to  any  feature  of  this  system,  and  no  sug* 
gestion  of  an  intent  to  alter  this  rate.  It  stands  as  it  was. 
Seven  per  cent,  is  still  the  highest  rate  allowed  by  law. 

An  evil  was  perceived,  however,  which  the  legislature  pro- 
ceeded to  remedy.  It  was  the  use  made  of  the  "  defence  of 
usury,"  by  corporations.  Not  that  the  rate  of  interest  as  to 
them  was  too  low  or  should  in  any  manner  be  altered.  No 
suggestion  was  made  of  this  kind.  But  the  '^  use  made  of  the 
defence  of  usury,"  was  the  evil  to  be  avoided,  and  to  which 
the  legislature  addressed  itself,  when  this  statute  was  produced* 
{Curtis  agt  LeaviU,  15  N.  Y.  Rep.  1.) 

These  views  are  the  same  as  those  expressed  in  OuHis  agt 
LeaviUj  (15  K  Y.  R.p.l\  seep.  229,  opinion  of  Paige.)  He 
puts  his  decision  of  the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  the 
law  of  1850,  as  to  contracts  previously  entered  into,  on  the 
ground  that  the  law  as  it  stood  before  was  penal,  and  to  war- 
rant his  decision  on  that  ground,  he  must  have  limited  the 
operation  of  the  act  of  1850,  to  that  feature  of  the  law  or  that 
use  of  the  defence  that  the  act  of  1850,  only  affected  it  in  its 
penal  feature. 

So  in  speaking  of  the  effect  of  the  statute  of  1850,  he  treats 
only  of  tJie  defence  o/usury,  and  of  that  as  operating  to  cause  a 
forfeiture ;  and  treats  the  repeal  (as  he  terms  it)  of  the  former 
laws  as  extending  only  to  the  penal  effect  of  the  statutes.  {See 
p.  229.)  The  question  there  necessary  to  be  decided  was 
whether  the  prohibition  against  that  defence  as  to  corporations 
related  to  contracts  made  before  the  law  of  1850  was  passed ; 
and  if  so,  whether  it  was  valid  as  to  such  contracts  ? 

Shanxlakd,  page  173,  speaking  ot  this  law  of  1860,  says : 
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It  does  not  impair  the  obligation  of  a  contraot^  but  merely  dch 
privea  "  (he  borrower  of  a  defence  in  ike  nature  of  a  penalty  or 
forfeiiure^^  and,  therefore,  he  says,  that  it  may  apply  to  prior 
contracts  without  the  constitutional  objection  as  to  vested 
rights.  {See  also  opinion  ^Bbown,  pp.  151  and  152.)  He  calls 
the  law,  which  the  statute  of  1850  prohibits  corporations  to 
avail  themselves  o(  "  severely  penal  in  its  provisions."  He 
speaks  of  the  "  penal  and  savage  natur^  of  the  act,"  and  pro 
ceeds  to  say,  that  the  retrospective  character  of  the  act  does 
not  make  it  void,  because  the  rights  which  it  took  from  the 
corporations  were  of  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  not  vested  and  of 
perfect  obligation.  That  case  proceeds  on  the  idea  that  the 
statute  of  1850  affects  only  the  penal  feature  of  the  law ;  and  • 
all  the  opinions  proceed  on  that  idea.  In  any  other  view  i% 
must  under  the  course  of  reasoning  adopted  there,  have  been 
adjudged  as  to  that  case  unconstitutional  as  operating  to  divert 
a  vested  right.  The  result  of  that  case  is,  tbat  the  constitvi- 
tionality  of  the  law  was  sustained  as  to  the  contract  in  question 
made  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  law,  because  it  only  tock, 
away  the  right  to  daim  a  penalty. 

Waldo  E.VTOEiss^JbrdefendanL 

L  A  conclusive  answer  to  this  action  is,  that  it  is  brought 
in  fact  by  a  corporation,  that  is  prohibited  by  statute  from  in- 
terposing  the  defence  of  usury  in  any  action.  {Laws  (J^1850, 
p.  884,  chap.  172.) 

n.  If  an  action  had  been  brought  by  the  defendants  against 
the  Island  City  Bank,  upon  an  evidence  of  indebtedness,  in- 
cluding interest,  at  a  greater  rate  than  seven  per  cent,  the 
bank  could  not  have  interposed  the  defence  of  asury.  The 
defendants  in  this  action,  would  in  such  an  action  have  recov- 
ered the  fiill  amount  But  if  this  action  can  be  maintained  in 
the  case  supposed,  the  bank  could  at  once  have  turned  round 
and  sued  the  O'Briens  in  the  same  court  in  which  the  original 
action  was  brought,  and  have  by  the  judgment  of  the  courts 
recovered  back  a  sum  of  money  which  had  previously  by  the 
judgment  of  the  same  court  been  awarded  to  the  O'Briens^ 
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tiiTUi  indiiecdj  doing  what  could  npt  b^  directly  done.  Thif 
would  controvert  well  established  principles  of  law  and  lead 
to  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  which  the  law  will  not  tolerate. 

in.  As  we  understand  the  law  of  1850,  it  leaves  parties 
when  dealing  with  corporationa,  to  make  their  own  bargains 
or  contracts  as  to  the  rate  of  interest,  and  when  made,  the  cor^ 
poration  is  prohihiied  &om  interposing  the  defence  of  usury  in 
any  action. 

Such  has  been  the  effect  given  to  the  statute.  Many,  if  in* 
deed  not  all,  the  railroad  corporations  in  this  state,  have  issued 
bond3  bearing  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than  seven  per  cent., 
or  if  not  bearing  a  greater  rate  than  seven  per  cent,  have  been 
sold  at  rates  greatly  below  par,  thus  indirectly  allowing  more 
than  seven  per  cent  interest.  To  allow  thi?  «ction  to  be  main- 
tained, would  be  to  allow  in  all  such  cas^  azx  action  to  be 
maintained  by  every  company,  to  recover  back  the  excess  over 
and  above  seven  per  cent,  whenever  and  as  often  as  paid. 
And  as  the  bonds  are  scattered  throughout  the  community, 
and  held  by  hundreds  if  not  thousands  of  different  individuals, 
separate  actions  would  be  necessary  against  each,  and  it  would 
almost  become  necessary  to  eongtitute  a  cou^rt  for  the  trial  of 
such  actions. 

We  are  confident  the  court  will  not  give  a  forced  construc- 
tion to  the  statute  which  will  lead  to  such  results.  Although 
the  question  has  not  been  definitely  passed  upon  by  the  courts, 
still  it  has  been  in  effect  d^ided  in  the  case  of  (hrii$  and  others 
agt.  Leavitt^  reported  in  1  SmWa  N.  Y.  ReporU. 

Judge  CoMSTOCK  says  at  page  85 :  **  My  impression  is,  that 
the  act,  (the  act  of  1850  above  cited,)  must  be  construed  as  a 
repeal  of  the  statute  of  usuiy  as  to  aS  contracts  of  corporations 
stipulating  to  pay  interest,  thus  leaving  the  contracts  in  full 
force  according  to  their  terms,  and  that  such  an  act  is  liable  to 
no  constitutional  objection." 

ff  this  be  so,  then  it  is  an  end  of  this  case.  But  besides, 
there  was  no  law  in  force  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made 
between  the  bank  and  the  O'Briens,  which  made  it  an  illegal 
contract    Then  how  or  upon  what  ground  after  the  money 
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has  been  paidi  can  an  action  be  maintained  to  reoover  it 
back? 

TV,  And  again,  ihe  complaint  is  defective  in  this,  that  it 
does  not  set  out  distinctlj  the  terms  of  the  usurious  contract 
In  4^  of  Paige,  Vroom  agt  DUmaSy  the  chancellor  states  the 
rule  to  be  as  follows :  ''  The  defence  must  be  diatincUy  set  up 
in  the  plea  or  answer,  and  the  terms  of  the  usurious  contract^ 
and  the  qiianium  of  the  usurious  interest  or  premium  must  be 
specified  and  distinctly  and  correctly  set  out,  the  defendant  mtui 
prove  the  usury  as  laidJ^ 

The  same  rule  also  applies  to  a  substantiye  cause  of  action. 
(12  Barb.  602.)  On  this  point,  also  see  8  Paige^  457,  where  the 
averment  that  the  party  *'  had  reserved  a  greater  rate  of  in- 
terest than  seven  per  cent  per  annum,"  was  held  insufficient 
{See  also  8  HiUy  664.)  The  allegation  in  the  complaint  in  this 
action  is,  that  the  defendants  received,  "  at  least  the  sum  of 
$10,000,"  &c.,  &c.,  and  then  at  folio  4^  the  plaintiff  distmcily 
avers,  *'  that  he  cannot  state  the  precise  amount  of  such  ex- 
cess," &C.,  and  then  goes  on  to  state  that  the  defendants  can 
inform  him,  and  prays  for  an  accounting.  To  allow  this  action 
to  be  maintained,  would  as  the  defendants  conceive,  violate  oS 
rules  of  pleading,  applicable  to  actions  brought  upon  usurious 
contracts. 

By  the  court —Hogsbook,  Justice.  T^  case  presents  the 
question,  whether  a  corporation  may  recover  back  usurious 
premiums  paid  by  it  on  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  ?  It 
involves  the  construction  of  the  act  9f  1850,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows :  *'  No  corporation  shall  hereafter  interpose  the  defence  of 
usury  in  any  action."  {Laws  of  1850,  cA.  172,  §  1.)  Our  stat- 
ute forbids  any  person  or  corporation  directly  or  indirectly  to 
take  any  greater  sum  than  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per 
annum,  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money.  {1  E.  &  771, 
772,  §§  1,  2.)  And  as  a  consequence  of  or  penalty  for  the  vio- 
lation of  this  statute,  authorizes  any  person  paying  such  laiger 
sum  to  recover  back  such  excessi  if  the  action  be  brought  with- 
in one  year  after  the  payment    (§  87.)    The  benefit  of  this 
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latter  section  ^rior  to  the  act  of  1850,)  probably  attached  to 
oorporatioQS.  Although  it  is  observable  that  the  second  sec* 
tioD,  which  forbids  the  taking  of  usury,  uses  both  the  words 
^'person,"  and  ^'  corporation/'  and  extends  the  prohibition  to 
bothf  whereas  the  third  section,  whidi  authorizes  a  suit  to  re* 
cover  back  the  usury,  uses  only  the  word  "  person,"  and  not 
"  corporation ;"  subsequent  sections  of  the  statute,  declare  void 
all  bonds,  notes,  contracts,  evidences  of  debt,  reserving  any 
usurious  premium,  (§  5,)  authorize  the  prosecution  thereof  to 
be  restrained  by  injunction,  (§  14,)  and  make  the  taking  of 
usury  a  misdemeanor,  (§  15.)  In  this  shape  the  statute  against 
usury  as  amended  in  1887,  remained  until  the  act  of  1860  was 
enacted,  vrhicjx  simply  provided  that  "  no  corporation  should 
thereafter  interpose  the  defence  of  usury  in  any  action."  This 
statute,  like  every  other  of  general  application,  should  receive 
a  construction  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  its  framers^  and 
in  furtherance  of  the  object  sought  to  be  accomplished.  It 
was  probably  intended  in  part,  at  least,  for  the  benefit  of  corpo- 
rations,  to  enable  them  to  obtain  in  critical  emergencies  pecu- 
niary fitcilities  for  the  promotion  of  the  objects  of  their  incor- 
poration. They  are  forbidden  to  interpose  the  defence  of  usury, 
and,  therefore,  when  prosecuted  upon  a  usurious  contract  they 
were  bound  to  pay  or  suffer  judgment  against  them.  And  I 
think  the  &ir  construction  of  the  statute  is,  that  they  were 
bound  to  pay  not  only  the  sum  actually  borrowed  with  legal 
interest^  but  also  the  usurious  premium.  The  law  creates  no 
distinction  between  the  sum  actually  borrowed  with  interest 
and  the  excess  over  seven  per  cent  It  declares  that  they  shall 
not  interpose  the  defence  fijr  any  purpose.  What  they  have 
agreed  to  pay  they  must  pay.  The  contract  is  made  legal  as 
to  them,  by  removing  every  legal  obstacle  to  a  recovery  against 
them.  Hence,  evidences  of  debt  securing  or  reserving  as 
against  them,  what  would  otherwise  be  an  usurious  premium, 
are  not  void  or  illegal,  but  are  lawful,  and  the  whole  amount 
may  be  recovered  in  an  action.  If  so,  then  I  think  it  cannot 
subsequentiy  be  recovered  back.  It  would  contravene  well 
settled  principles  and  all  legal  implication,  first  to  allow  a  le- 


610  KKW-TOBK  PHAOncit  ftffi^Oftm 

Batterworth  agt  O^Brien. 

oovery  of  the  tusury,  and  then  to  allow  it  to  be  immediately 
recovered  ^ack.  I  do  not  tmderstand  that  the  law  allows  such 
things  to  be  done.  Now  in  the  case  of  natural  persons  as  to 
whom  the  laws  against  usury  are  in  no  wise  repealed  or  modi* 
fied,  they  may  recover  back  money  actually  paid  by  way  of 
usury ;  first,  because  the  agreement  to  pay  and  the  act  of  pay» 
ment  are  .ill^al  transactions ;  and  secondly,  because  the  law 
presumes  that  the  urgency  of  their  pecuniary  necessities  may 
have  left  them  no  practical  option  except  to  obtain  the  money 
at  the  time  of  the  original  loan  on  such  terms  as  they  could. 
But  if  actually  prosecuted  on  the  usurious  contract,  I  know  of 
no  law  or  legal  rule  by  which  they  may  suflTer  a  recovery,  and 
then  turn  immediately  round  and  by  a  prosecution  on  their 
part  get  back  money  as  to  which  they  had  a  legal  and  valid 
defence  against  ita  recovery  when  originally  prosecuted.  If 
these  views  are  correct  they  dispose  of  this  case.  If  a  suit  for 
the  usurious  premiums  could  not  be  successfully  defended, 
neither  can  they  bo  voluntarily  paid,  or  compulsorily  collected, 
and  then  be  restored  to  the  party  originally  paying  them, 
through  the  agency  of  a  suit  instituted  for  that  express  and 
only  purpose.  Such  is  this  suit  and  it  must  fidl  for  the  rea- 
sons stated. 

Again ;  the  only  just  or  legal  foundation,  (prior  to  the  stat- 
ute of  1850,)  for  the  suit  to  recover  back  usurious  premiums 
paid,  was  the  illegality  of  the  original  transaction,  the  fact  that 
the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the  usurer  was  forbidden.  But 
the  statute  of  1850,  by  prohibiting  the  defence  has  removed 
the  taint  of  usury.  It  is  no  longer  as  to  corporations  iUegoL 
It  has  become  a  lawful  and  proper  transaction ;  hence  the  rea- 
son of  the  rule  which  allowed  the  action  to  recover  back  the 
money  fails.  The  illegality  being  removed,  the  foundation  for 
the  action  no  longer  exists. 

It  is  argued  that  this  is  giving  the  statute  of  1850  a  more 
extended  meaning  than  was  designed  by  its  framers ;  that  it 
was  only  intended  to  take  away  the  defence  of  usury  to  prevent 
the  avoidance  of  a  contract  otherwise  valid,  for  that  cause,  and 
not  to  pronounce  usury  lawful  or  to  repeal  the  law  which  for- 
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tidfl  it  It  18  argued  that  fiill  effect  may  be  given  to  the  stat- 
ute of  1850,  by  preventing  a  party  from  defeating  a  contract 
&n  account  of  usury,  or  from  setting  it  aside  and  cancelling  it 
in  a  court  of  equity  ;  and  that  this  is  the  more  benign  and 
equitable  construction,  and  most  consistent  with  the  spirit  of 
the  law,  inasmuch  as  it  compels  a  party  to  do  just  what  is 
equitable,  to  wit :  to  pay  the  money  actually  borrowed,  and 
legal  interest,  and  relieves  him  from  what  is  inequitable,  op* 
pressive  and  against  the  policy  of  the  law. 

But  I  do  not  find  sufiicient  foundation  in  the  phraseology  of 
the  law,  upon  which  to  build  such  a  construction.  The  lan- 
guage is  general  and  imqualified ;  it  takes  away  the  defence 
and  the  objection  of  usury.  It  strikes  it  out  of  existence,  and 
{he  ordinary  consequences  must  follow.  It  not  only  disallows 
the  defence,  but  it  forbids  it  to  be  used  in  any  way  defensively, 
that  is  to  accomplish  the  same  object  by  affirmative  action,  as 
fi>r  example,  ia  a  proceeding  to  vacate  or  set  aside  a  contract 
as  would  be  accomplished  by  strictly  defensive  action ;  as  for 
example,  in  setting  up  the  usury  in  an  answer  to  an  action  on 
ihe  contract  If  it  goes  this  length,  and  it  was  rather  conceded 
on  the  argument  that  it  did,  then  I  think  it  goes  still  further 
and  forbids  not  only  a  defence  to  an  action  for  the  usury  oi 
usurious  premium,  but  forbids  an  action  to  recover  back  the 
usurious  premium.  The  money  borrowed,  the  legal  interest 
and  the  usurious  premium,  are  all  mingled  together  in  one 
transaction,  form  part  of  one  single  and  indivisible  contract^ 
and  when  the  statute  says,  the  defence  of  usury  shall  not  be 
interposed  to  it,  I  think  it  means  to  each  and  every  part  of  it^ 
no  one  part  of  it  more  than  another.  At  least,  I  feel  bound 
to  put  that  construction  upon  it  until  the  legislature  speak 
in  more  specific  and  discriminating  terms. 

I  think  this  view  of  the  statute  of  1850,  is  taken  in  substance 
by  all  the  judges  of  the  court  of  appeals,  who  delivered  opin- 
ions in  the  case  of  Owrtisa  agt.  Leaviit^  (15  N.  71  Bep.  9 ;  90» 
cpmion  of  CoMSTOCX,  cT".,  p.  85;  of  Brown,  J.,  pp.  152, 154 ; 
cf  Shankland,  J.,  p.  178;  of  Paigb,  •/;,  pp.  228,  280;  <^ 
Sbldkn,  c/;,  pp.  254,  255.) 
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The  resnlt  is  that  ihe  complaint  is  radicallj  defectiye  and 
cannot  be  sustained.  It  becomes  unnecessaxy,  therefore,  to 
consider  the  other  question  discussed  on  the  argument^  whether 
the  usurious  transactions  were  set  forth  with  sufficient  particu- 
larity and  precision  to  uphold  the  complaint  as  a  pleading. 

The  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  affirmed  with  coetB. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


Eli  Dooltttle  and  others  agt  The  Boabd  of  Supebvisobb 
OP  THE  County  of  Bboome  and  others. 

llie.plaintilih,  a  portion  of  the  freeholders  of  a  new  town,  sought  to  be  erected  1^ 
the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county,  commenoed  the  suit  an  behaffof  Oumaekm 
and  aU  oiher  persons  having  an  interest  wWi  (Aem,  to  restrain  the  organization 
of  said  town,  on  the  ground  that  the  proceedings  of  the  supervisors  in  the  mat- 
ter were  void ;  and  the  plaintifik  were  sbout  to  be  subjected  to  a  jurisdiction 
for  the  purposes  of  local  administration  which  had  not  been  organized  accord- 
ing to  law.  ' 

Bdd,  that  the  plaintiffii  had  not  in  their  hidividual  character  a  right  to  litigata 
that  question  with  the  public  authoritieSL  Whatever  interest  thej  had  in  the 
question,  belonged  to  them  only  as  dtizens  and  members  of  the  community,  and 
no  private  person  or  number  of  persons  can  assume  to  be  the  champions  of  the 
oonmiunily,  and  in  its  behalf  challenge  the  public  officers  to  meet  them  in  tha 
courts  of  Justice  to  defend  their  official  acts. 

But  assuming  that  the  act  by  which  the  old  divisions  of  the  towns  were  subverted 
and  the  new  one  attempted  to  be  erected,  was  void,  the  offioers  constituted  un» 
der  the  new  arrangement,  would  have  no  rightAil  authority,  and  when  their 
acts  should  result  in  directly  touching  the  property  or  person  of  an  individual 
citizen,  the  remedy  for  the  wrong  would  be  perfect  in  the  ordinaxy  course  of 
justice. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  for  wrongs  agunst  the  public  generally,  whether  acto- 
ally  committed  or  only  apprehended,  the  remedy  whether  civil  or  ciiminal,  is 
by  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  state  in  its  political  character,  or  by  some 
officer  authorized  by  law  to  act  in  its  behalf! 

But  where  there  is  no  direct  individual  injury,  no  action  can  be  maintained  hj  a 
dtizen  on  the  ground  that  his  interests  as  a  member  of  the  state^  have  been  in- 
tezfered  with  or  disturbed. 
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In  the  aeveral  recent  caseR  decided  in  the  first  district,  (reported  in  Barbour  A 
Howaard,  particularly  referred  to^)  the  supreme  court  have  undoubtedly  over- 
looked tlie  distinction  between  individual  and  public  rights  and  remedies.  These 
decisions  are  of  too  recent  a  date  to  fbmish  a  precedent  of  themselves,  over- 
looking as  it  seems,  a  well  established  rule  of  law,  and  should  not  be  followed 
by  this  court.  This  court,  however,  is  not  required  to  pass  upon  the  precise 
question  which  arose  in  those  cases,  in  its  decision  of  this  case. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  of  several  residents  and  free- 
holders of  the  town  of  Chenango  in  Broome  county,  prays  that 
the  proceedings  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  said  county  to 
divide  said  town  and  make  three  new  towns  therefrom,  be  de- 
clared void.(ll.) 

The  tomplaint  states  that  the  plaintiff  are  freeholders  of 
that  part  of  said  town  sought  to  be  erected  into  a  separate  town 
by  the  name  of  Port  Crane,  and  that  the  plaintij0&  commence 
this  suit  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  persons  who 
have  an  ftiterest  with  them  in  restraining  the  organization  of 
said  new  towna(ll) 

That  the  application  to  the  supervisors  as  published,  was  for 
the  erection  of  three  new  towns,  including  the  whole  of  Che- 
nango and  parts  of  Colesville  and  Conklin,  (15,)  the  new  towne 
by  the  application  to  be  called  Binghamton,  Castleton  and 
Chenango.  That  the  supervisors  on  the  3d  of  December,  1855, 
by  act  divided  the  town  of  Chenango,  and  erected  three  new 
towns,  called  Binghamton,  Port  Crane  and  Chenango,  (28,) 
that  no  parts  of  Conklin  or  Colesville  are  included  in  the  divi- 
sion. That  ofi&cers  were  appointed  to  preside  at  the  town 
meetings  which  were  to  be  held  on  the  2d  Tuesday  of  Febru- 
ary, 1856.  That  the  supervisors  were  not  at  their  annual 
meeting  furnished  with  a  map  and  survey  of  all  the  towns  to 
be  affected,  showing  the  proposed  alterations.(37.)  That  the 
proposed  formation  of  the  said  three  towns  is  illegal,  and  that 
the  town  expenses  will  be  thereby  increased,  and  a  town  of  in- 
convenient diape  of  about  eleven  miles  in  length,  and  for  sev- 
eral miles  one  and  a-fialf  miles  in  width,  will  be  formed. 

That  notices  of  town  meetings  under  the  proposed  new  or- 
ganization are  posted,  and  that  the  town  meetings  will  be  held. 
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unle^  prevented  by  injunction,  and  if  said  towns  are  organ- 
ized, numerous  suits  by  quo  warranto  will  be  brought,  and 
enormous  expense  and  litigation  commenced.(40.)  That  un- 
less enjoined,  the  board  of  supervisors  will  recognize  such  or- 
ganization. That  neither  a  survey  nor  map  with  a  certified 
statement  as  required  by  statute,  have  been  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  secretary  of  state,(41,)  and  that  unless  enjoined,  the  sec- 
retary of  state  will  cause  the  statement  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors to  be  published  in  the  session  laws.(41.)  That  the  de- 
fendants who  are  appointed  to  preside  at  the  town  meetings, 
will  preside  unless  prevented  by  injunction. 

The  complaint  prays  judgment  declaring  the  proceedings  of 
the  supervisors  in  forming  said  new  towns  void,  and  that  an 
injunction  issue. 

All  of  the  defendants  appeared  and  joined  in  their  answer, 
and  admit  all  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  except  they 
deny  that  the  act  organizing  said  new  towns  is  voici,  or  that 
the  formation  of  said  new  town  is  prejudicial  to  the  plaintiffe, 
or  that  their  taxes  will  be  increased,  or  that  a  town  of  incon- 
venient shape  will  be  formed.(54.)  They  aver  that  a  map  and 
survey  of  all  the  towns  to  be  affected  was  furnished  the  super- 
visors, and  that  a  survey  and  map  with  the  certified  statement 
required  by  statute,  has  been  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary 
ofstate.(56.) 

The  defendants  deny  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maint^jin 
this  action. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Gray  at  special  term, 
in  April,  1856,  who  adjudged  that  the  proceeding  of  the  said 
board  of  supervisors  in  forming  said  new  towns  was  illegal 
and  void.  From  the  judgment  ordered  by  Mr.  Justice  Gray, 
an  appeal  was  had  to  the  general  term,  where  the  judgment  at 
special  term  was  reversed.(126.)  The  justice  at  special  term 
found  the  facts  as  admitted  in  the  pleadings  as  aforesaid,(110,) 
that  no  notice  of  an  intended  application  to  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  Broome  county,  for  the  formation  of  new  towns,  ex- 
cept as  stated  in  the  plaintiflfe*  complaint  was  posted  and  pub- 
lished (\\2  ;)  that  the  only  map  before  said  board  of  supervi* 
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soiS)  was  Burr's  engraved  map  of  Broome  county ;  and  that  no 
survey  of  the  towns  to  be  affected  showing  the  proposed  alter- 
ations, was  furnished  to  said  board  of  supervisors  ;(114,)  and 
that  a  map  and  certified  statement  was  filed  in  the  ofiSice  of  the 
secretary  of  state,  and  that  said  map  so  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  secretary  of  state,  {map  opposite  folio  108,)  is  entirely  dif- 
ferent from,  and  not  a  copy  of  the  aforesaid  Burr's  engraved 
map. 

From  the  said  judgment  ordered  at  general  term  this  appeal 
is  had.  ^ 

Henry  E.  Mygatt,  for  the  appellants. 
Giles  W.  Hotchkiss,  for  the  respondents. 

Denio,  J.  The  objection  is  taken  at  the  outset  that  the 
plaintiffs  have  not  shown  such  an  interest  in  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute, as  will  enable  them  to  maintain  the  action.  This  raises 
a  question  of  considerable  practical  importance,  which  if  it  be 
now  doubtful,  ought  td  be  definitely  settled.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended that  the  plaintiffs  have  any  interest  which  is  not  com- 
mon to  all  the  resident  freeholders  of  the  alleged  new  town  of 
Port  Crane.  The  grievance  is,  that  they  are  all  threatened  to 
be  subjected,  for  the  purposes  of  a  local  administration,  to  a 
jurisdiction  not  created  according  to  law.  This  will  affect  not 
only  the  other  freeholders  besides  the  plaintiffs,  but  all  the  in- 
habitants of  that  local  district^  whether  they  are  freeholders  or 
not ;  for  every  person  residing  or  owning  property  there  will 
be  liable  in  a  variety  of  ways  to  the  action  of  the  local  magis- 
tracy which  the  organization  of  the  new  town  will  call  into 
existence.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  portions  of  the  ori- 
ginal town  of  Chenango,  which  fall  within  the  limits  of  the 
two  other  towns  attempted  to  be  created,  and  in  a  less  degree 
of  all  the  people  of  the  county  of  Broome ;  for  in  the  legal  ar- 
rangements for  the  administration  of  justice,  and  the  manage- 
ment of  the  fiscal  affairs  of  the  county,  the  magistrates  to  be 
chosen  in  the  new  towns,  will  be  often  called  upon  to  perform 
duties  which  will  affect  not  only  their  proper  towns,  but  the 
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inhabitants  of  every  town  in  the  county.  In  a  still  slighter 
degree,  but  to  an  extent  which  may  be  appreciated,  the  sub- 
stitution of  pretended  legal  authority  in  any  of  the  local  divi- 
sions of  the  state  for  the  rightful  magistracy,  works  an  injury 
to  all  the  people ;  for  the  various  and  complicated  official  agen- 
cies by  which  the  public  business  is  carried  on,  require  the  co- 
operation of  legal  magistrates  of  every  grade.  An  unauthor- 
ized and  illegal  change  of  the  local  districts  into  which  the 
state  for  the  purposes  of  administration  is  divided  and  sub- 
divided, would  naturally  be  productive  of  extensive  incon- 
veniences and  losses  to  individuals,  as  well  as  to  the  state  in 
its  corporate  character.  Assuming  that  the  act  by  which  the 
old  divisions  were  subverted  and  the  new  ones  attempted  to 
be  created,  was  void,  as  the  plaintiifs  maintain  in  this  case,  the 
officers  constituted  under  the  new  arrangement,  would  have 
no  rightful  authority,  and  when  their  acts  should  result  in  di- 
rectly touching  the  property  or  person  of  an  individual  citizen, 
the  remedy  for  the  wrong  would  be  perfect  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  justice. 

Hence,  if  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case,  are  correct  in  their  princi- 
pal position,  thatthey  or  any  of  them,  shall  be  directly  disturbed 
in  their  personal  rights  or  pecuniary  interests,  by  any  one  act- 
ing under  the  resolution  of  the  board  of  supervisors,  they  have 
only  to  appeal  to  the  court  for  redress  against  the  wrongdoer 
in  the  ordinary  way.  Up  to  this,  time  no  private  interest  of 
the  plaintiffs  has  been  invaded,  and  no  injury  peculiar  to 
them  is  threatened.  It  is  said  that  they  may  be  assessed  to 
pay  taxes  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  officers  of  the  new 
town.  But  as  before  remarked,  if  the  proceedings  to  organize 
the  town  are  void,  no  valid  tax  can  be  imposed  through  its 
agency,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  xmder  no  necessity  to  institute  a 
suit  on  that  account.  The  real  grievance  of  which  they  com- 
plain is,  that  they  are  about  to  be  subjected  to  a  jurisdiction 
for  the  purposes  of  local  administration  which  has  not  been 
organized  according  to  law;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
they  have  in  their  individual  character,  a  right  to  litigate  that 
question  with  the  public  authorities  ?     The  general  rule  cer- 
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tainly  is,  that  for  wrongs  against  the  public  generally,  whether 
actually  committed  or  only  apprehended,  the  remedy  whether 
civil  or  criminal,  is  by  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  state  in 
its  political  character,  or  by  some  officer  authorized  by  law  to 
act  in  its  behalf.  For  example,  criminal  offences  of  every 
grade  as  is  well  known,  are  punishable  only  by  prosecution  at 
the  suit  of  the  people.  Where  a  crime  committed  against  the 
public  also  includes  a  private  injury,  the  latter  may,  it  is  true, 
be  prosecuted  at  the  suit  of  the  party  injured ;  but  where  there 
is  no  direct  individual  injury,  no  action  can  be  maintained  by 
a  citizen  on  the  ground  that  his  interests  as  a  member  of  the 
state  have  been  interfered  with  or  disturbed,  though  in  a  gen- 
eral sense,  every  citizen  has  an  interest  in  the  maintenance  of 
order  and  the  prevention  of  crime.  Where  a  person  wrong- 
fully assumes  under  color  of  an  election  or  appointment,  to 
hold  a  public  office,  which  if  the  pretension  were  well  founded, 
would  enable  him  to  do  acts  affecting  the  persons  or  property 
of  his  fellow  citizens,  every  one,  and  especially  those  who  would 
"regularly  be  the  subjects  of  his  jurisdiction,  has  an  interest  of 
a  certain  kind  in  divesting  him  of  his  assumed  authority,  and 
yet  nothing  is  more  clear  than  that  a  private  action  for  that 
purpose  would  not  lie.  The  only  method  of  ousting  him  is  by 
information  or  action  prosecuted  by  the  attorney-general^ 
{People  agt  Stevens,  6  Hill,  616.) 

The  principle  is  further  exemplified  in  questions  respecting 
nuisancer.  Common  or  public  nuisances,  which  are  such  as  are 
inconvenient  or  injurious  to  the  whole  community,  in  general 
are,  as  all  are  aware,  indictable  only  and  not  actionable ;  for  as 
Blackstone  says,  "  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  multiply  suits 
by  giving  every  man  a  separate  right  of  action,  for  what  dam- 
nifies him  in  common  only  with  the  rest  of  his  fellow  citizens." 
{Book  4,  p.  16 ;  Seely  agt.  Bishop,  19  Conn,  128.)  As  this  sort 
of  injury  if  actually  committed,  can  only  be  redressed  by  a 
public  prosecution,  so  when  it  is  only  threatened,  the  preven- 
tive remedy  by  injunction  can  only  be  sought  in  the  same 
manner.  {Anon.^  8  Aik.  750 ;  Smith  agt.  The  City  of  Boston,  7 
Chish.  254 ;   City  of  Qeorgetoion  agt.  The  Aleocandria  Canal  Go,^ 
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12  Peters,  91.)  Where  the  act  complained  of,  or  which  is  ap- 
prehended, besides  being  a  public  nuisance,  is  specially  injuri- 
ous to  a  private  person,  he  may  maintain  an  action  or  a  bill  for 
an  injunction  in  his  own  name.  {Avivden  agt.  T&foier,  19  Ves. 
616 ;  Spencer  agt.  The  Lcmdon  &  Birmingham  Railroad  Cb,,  8 
Sim.  198 ;  Sampson  agt.  Smithy  id.  433  ;  Coming  agt.  Lowerie^ 
6  John.  Ch.  R.  440.)  In  this  class  of  cases,  it  is  sometimes  dif- 
ficult to  determine  whether  the  act  complained  of  is  specially 
injurious  to  the  plaintiff  or  not.  In  Spencer  agt.  The  London^ 
SCf  Railroad  Co,,  where  the  bill  was  sustained,  the  act  was  the 
obstructing  a  street  through  which  the  plaintiff  had  to  pass 
from  their  stables  to  their  place  of  business.  In  Sampson  agt. 
Smith,  where  the  plaintiffs  also  prevailed,  it  was  the  filling  the 
street  opposite  the  plaintiff's  draper's  shop,  with  smoke  and 
soot  from  a  steam  engine,  which  the  defendant  used  at  his 
place  of  business  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street.  In  Corn- 
ing agt.  Lowerie^  it  was  obstructing  a  paved  street,  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  owned  lots,  and  the  injunction  was  granted.  On 
the  other  hand,  in  The  City  of  Georgetown  agt.  The  Alexandria 
Canal  Co.,  the  alleged  nuisance  was  an  obstruction  of  the  chan- 
nel of  the  Potomac  river,  which  was  a  common  highway, 
where  it  passed  through  the  city  of  Georgetown.  The  court 
considered  the  plaintiffs  as  private  persons,  and  inasmuch  as 
they  had  not  averred  and  proved  that  they  were  owners  of 
property  liable  to  be  affected  by  this  nuisance,  they  held  that 
they  could  not  maintain  a  bill  for  an  injunction.  The  court 
stated  the  rule  to  be,  that  in  the  case  of  a  public  nuisance, 
where  the  bill  is  filed  by  a  private  person  as  being  for  relief 
by  way  of  prevention,  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  a  stand 
in  court,  unless  he  averred  and  proved  some  special  injury. 
In  Bigelow  agt.  The  Hubbard  Bridge  Co.,  (14  Co7in.  565,)  the 
plaintiff  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  rebuilding 
a  causeway  across  certain  meadows  adjoining  the  Connecticut 
river,  which  the  plaintiff  apprehended  would  cause  the  stream 
to  overflow  his  lands  and  those  of  the  other  proprietors  above. 
The  court  dismissed  the  bill,  on  the  ground  among  others,  that 
the  injury,  should  it  happen,  was  not  peculiar  to  the  plaintiff 
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but  common  to  the  public  generally.  "  To  preserve  and  en- 
force the  rights  of  persons,  (the  court  say,)  as  individuals  and 
not  as  members  of  the  community  at  large,  is  the  very  object 
of  all  suits,  both  at  law  and  in  equity.  The  remedy  which  the 
law  provides  in  cases  where  the  rights  of  the  public  are  af- 
fected, and  especially  in  cases  of  public  nuisances,  are  ample 
and  appropriate."  O^Brien  agt  The  Norwich^  Jkc,  Railroad 
Co.^  (17  Conn.  872,)  was  a  case  of  the  same  class.  The  act 
threatened  was  erecting  a  bridge  over  a  cove  or  arm  of  the  sea, 
which  would  prevent  the  inhabitants  of  Preston,  of  whom  the 
plaintiff  was  one,  from  having  access  to  the  mouth  of  the  river 
Thames.  The  bill  was  dismissed,  on  the  ground  that  no  dam- 
age peculiar  to  the  plaintiff  was  shown.  Smith  agt.  The  City 
of  Boston,  (7  Gush.  254,)  is  a  case  to  the  same  effect. 

These  cases  are  sufficient  to  show  the  principle  upon  which 
the  courts  act  in  this  class  of  cases.  In  the  present  case,  no 
difficulty  of  the  kind  referred  to,  arises.  The  act  of  the  super- 
visors has  no  bearing  upon  the  plaintiffs'  individual  interests. 
Whatever  interest  they  have  in  the  question  belongs  to  them 
only  as  citizens  and  members  of  the  community.  The  doc- 
trine of  the  cases  referred  to,  is  at  least  as  applicable  to  other 
acts  where  the  injury  is  common  to  the  whole  community  as 
to  cases  of  nuisance.  In  Hale  agt.  Cushman,  (6  Mete.  425,)  it 
appeared  that  a  town  in  Massachusetts  had  passed  a  vote  to 
pay  certain  expenses,  which  the  plaintiflfe,  "  who  were  legal 
voters,  and  who  together  were  liable  to  pay  more  than  one- 
half  of  all  the  taxes  to  be  assessed  on  the  inhabitants  of  that 
town,"  deemed  to  be  illegal.  They  filed  a  bill  to  enjoin  the 
pa^^ment,  which  was  dismissed,  upon  the  principle  referred  to. 

A  contrary  rule  would  be  productive  of  very  grave  incon- 
veniences. If  the  action  can  be  sustained,  any  tax-paying  citi- 
zen may  compel  the  public  authorities  to  litigate  in  the  courts 
the  acts  of  any  administrative  board  or  officer  in  the  state ; 
and  thus  proceedings  which  are  intended  to  be  summary  and 
inexpensive,  can  only  be  perfected  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  final  appeal.  Every  person  may  legally  question  the 
constitutional  validity  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  which  affects 
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his  private  rights ;  but  if  a  citizen  may  maintain  an  action  for 
snch  a  purpose  in  respect  to  his  rights  as  a  voter  and  tax  pay- 
er, the  courts  may  regularly  be  called  upon  to  review  all  laws 
which  may  be  passed.  They  may,  at  the  instance  of  any  tax 
payer,  be  required  to  enjoin  the  comptroller  from  drawing  war- 
rants on  the  treasurer,  and  that  officer  from  paying  them,  in 
every  case  where  it  may  be  conceived  that  the  law  authorizing 
the  expenditure  was  passed  without  constitutional  authority. 
The  state  tax  of  1855,  was  lately  impeached  upon  plausible 
grounds  as  having  been  unconstitutionally  enacted.  The 
question  came  before  this  court,  and  was  decided  upon  a  direct 
proceeding  by  the  attorney -general  against  a  board  of  super- 
visors. But  upon  the  plaintiflfe'  position  in  this  case,  the  state 
and  county  officers  might  be  compelled  to  litigate  the  question 
of  constitutionality  with  any  tax  payer  who  should  see  fit  to 
question  a  state  or  local  tax  in  any  and  every  case,  and  thus 
the  fiscal  business  of  the  state  would  come  to  be  transacted 
mainly  in  the  courts.  The  law  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  affiDrd 
.  such  an  opportunity  for  excessive  litigation.  Where  there  is 
a  question  of  official  discretion,  it  must  be  decided  by  the  offi- 
cers in  whom  the  constitution  and  laws  have  vested  the  dis- 
cretion. If  it  be  one  of  jurisdiction,  a  party  who  in« common 
wich  his  fellow  citizens  is  menaced  by  it,  must  in  respect  to 
his  legal  remedy,  wait  until  his  individual  rights  are  invaded. 
If  the  grievance  consists  in  an  alleged  illegal  exercise  of  offi- 
cial functions,  those  who  question  them,  if  they  would  have  a 
particular  remedy,  must  invoke  the  action  of  the  officer  whom 
the  law  has  appointed  to  sue  in  such  cases.  No  private  per- 
son or  number  of  persons,  can  assume  to  be  the  champions  of 
the  community,  and  in  its  behalf  challenge  the  public  officers 
to  meet  them  in  the  courts  of  justice  to  defend  their  official 
acts. 

My  attention  has  been  called  to  a  series  of  cases  upon  the 
general  question  under  consideration  in  the  courts  of  the  first 
district,  some  of  which  seem  to  be  in  hostility  to  the  views 
which  I  have  stated.  {Adrian  agt.  The  Mayor^  dc,  of  Neuh 
York,  1  Barb.  S.  G.  Eep.  19 ;  Brewer  agt.  The  Same,  8  id.  254  j 


KEW-TORK  PRACTICB  REPORTS.  621 

Boolittle  agt.  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Broomoi 

Gkrisiopher  agt  The  Same,  13  id.  567 ;  Milhau  agt.  Sharp,  16 
id.  198 ;  S.  (7.,  17  id.  445 ;  Sluyvesaniei:^  PearsaU,  15  id.  244 ; 
l^e  5wm  agt.  The  Same,  16  if.  892  ;  Wetmore  agt.  ^Sbrey,  22 
id.  414 ;  i^avw  agt  The  Mayor,  Jcc,  ofNeW'  York,  2  Diter,  663 ; 
EooseveU  rgt.  Draper,  16  ZTcn^.  iV.  i?.  187.)  So  far  as  these 
cases  hold  that  a  party  owning  property  fronting  on  a  public 
street,  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  to  restrain  the  com- 
mission of  an  act  of  nuisance  in  the  street,  which  from  the  lo- 
cation of  the  plaintiff's  premises  would  render  it  specially  in- 
jurious to  him,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  law  is  correctly  laid 
down.  Davis  agt.  The  Mayor,  (4  Kern.)  was  decided  upon  that 
principle.  But  the  cases  referred  to  from  ihQ  first,  third,  ihir- 
ieenth,  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  volumes  of  Mr.  Barbour's  Reports, 
affirm  that  inhabitants,  tax-paying  citizens  and  owners  of  prop- 
erty in  the  city,  can  in  respect  to  their  interests  as  such,  main- 
tain suits  to  restrain  the  common  council  and  other  city  offi- 
cers from  the  performance  of  public  acts  alleged  to  be  illegal. 
The  decision  in  2d  Duer,  and  the  one  referred  to  from 
16(A  Howard,  denies  the  correctness  of  that  doctrine.  I  have 
looked  carefully  into  the  judgments  which  go  the  length 
mentioned,  for  the  reasons  upon  which  they  proceed.  ITie 
first  in  order  was  an  action  to  restrain  certain  appropriations  of 
money  by  the  common  council,  in  which  the  corporation  suf- 
fered the  bill  to  be  taken  as  confessed.  The  judge,  Edmonds, 
had  doubts  of  the  jurisdiction,  but  gave  judgment  for  tho 
plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  apparently  ac- 
quiesced. In  the  next  case  {Brotver  agt.  TAa  Mayor,  dc.,)  the 
corporation  were  enjoined  against  leasing  a  pier  in  the  North 
river  to  the  commissioners  of  emigration,  to  be  used  as  a 
landing  place  for  foreign  emigrants.  The  judgment  pix)ceed3 
upon  the  assumption,  that  the  act,  if  performed,  would  not  be 
a  function  of  government,  but  a  disposition  of  property  which 
the  corporation  held  as  owners,  and  that  they  were  subject  to 
the  same  duties  in  regard  to  it,  and  liable  to  the  same  remedies 
as  though  they  were  private  owners. 

In  Christopher  agt.  The  Mayor,  Jtc.,  the  common  council 
was  enjoined  at  the  suit  of  parties  claiming  no  other  interest 
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than  that  of  tax  payers  and  freeholders,  from  proceeding  with 
a  cQntract  made  with  an  individual  to  build  a  market,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  entered  into  in  violation  of  the  charter,  and 
certain  city  ordinances.  The  title  of  the  plaintiffs  to  prosecute 
was  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  the  result  of  the  proceed- 
ing of  the  council  would  lead  to  the  imposition  of  a  burden 
upon  their  property  by  means  of  increased  taxation,  and  upon 
the  supposed  analogy  between  their  position  and  that  of  the 
stockholders  of  a  moneyed  corporation.  Two  cases  fix)m  the 
English  chancery  were  relied  on,  which  will  be  presently  ex- 
amined. 

Milhau  agt  Sharp  was  a  suit  to  restrain  the  defendants  from 
constructing  a  railroad  in  Broadway,  pursuant  to  leave  given 
by  certain  resolutions  of  the  common  council.  The  plaintiflfe 
claimed  not  only  to  be  taxpayers,  but  owners  of  lots  fronting 
on  that  street.  An  injunction  was  granted  by  a  divided  court ; 
and  so  far  as  anything  was  said  respecting  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiffs to  sue,  it  was  sustained  on  the  ground  that  they  were  tax 
payers,  and  the  case  of  Christopher  agt.  The  Mayor,  <kc.,  was 
referred  to  as  authority  for  that  position.  Stuyvesani  agt.  Pear* 
sail,  decided  at  the  June  term,  where  persons  describing  them* 
selves  as  property  owners  and  tax  payers  of  the  city,  prevailed 
in  an  application  for  an  injunction  against  parties  holding  a 
grant  from  the  corporation,  of  a  right  to  lay  down  a  railroad 
through  certain  city  streets.  Milhau  agt.  Sharp  afterwards 
came  on  to  trial  before  Mr.  Justice  Harris,  at  a  special  term, 
when  judgment  for  a  perpetual  injunction  was  given,  but  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  maintain  the  suit  was  put  expressly  upon 
the  ground  that  the  act,  if  permitted,  would  cause  a  special  and 
irreparable  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  lots  fronting  on  the  street 

In  De  Burn  agt.  The  Mayor,  Jkc,  which  was  prosecuted  by 
certain  owners  of  real  estate  and  tax  payers,  the  corporation 
was  enjoined  by  a  court  held  before  the  judges,  two  of  whom 
dissented,  against  entering  into  a  contract  with  the  other  de- 
fendants, (who  were  also  enjoined,)  to  employ  them  to  lay  down 
a  pavement  of  a  particular  kind  in  certain  streets  of  the  city, 
the  common  council  having  resolved  to  enter  into  such  a  con- 
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tract.  The  plaintiflfe  were  determined  to  be  competent  parties 
to  maintain  the  action,  on  the  authority  of  the  prior  cases,  to 
which  I  have  referred,  and  another  case  to  the  same  effect  in 
the  same  courtj  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  reported. 
Wetmore  agt.  Storey^  the  last  of  this  class  of  cases  which  I 
have  met  with,  was  brought  to  enjoin  the  defendants  against 
constructing  the  Ninth  Avenue  Railroad,  and  resulted  in  the 
award  of  a  perpetual  injunction.  It  does  not  certainly  appear 
whether  the  plaintiflTs  title  to  prosecute  was  sustained  on  the 
ground  of  apprehended  special  damage  to  their  lots  on  the 
street,  or  on  the  general  doctrine  established  by  the  prior  cases. 
These  judgments  all  proceed  upon  the  position  that  the  acts 
of  the  common  council,  the  execution  of  which  was  prohibited, 
were  void  either  from  want  of  authority  or  on  account  of  a 
fraudulent  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  members  of  the 
city  councils.  The  acts  which  were  about  to  be  performed  in 
the  public  streets,  were  as  it  was  considered,  without  authority 
of  law.  The  resolutions,  ordinances  and  grants  from  the  com- 
mon council  being  held  null  and  void.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, the  contemplated  disturbance  of  the  streets  would 
have  been  simply  acts  of  nuisance.  As  regarded  the  commu- 
nity at  large,  they  would  be  public  nuisances  which  might  be 
prosecuted  by  indictment  and  perhaps  by  information,  at  the 
suit  of  the  attorney -general ;  and  when  especially  injurious  to 
the  individual  rights  of  particular  persons,  they  would  be  the 
subject  of  private  actions  at  their  suit. 

In  sustaining  actions  by  parties  who  only  claimed  to  be 
owners  of  property,  and^rsons  liable  to  be  taxed  for  public 
purposes  in  the  city,  I  think  the  supreme  court  has  over- 
looked the  distinction  which  I  have  endeavored  to  point  out 
between  individual  and  public  rights  and  remedies.  With  the 
single  exception  of  two  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Edmonds, 
in  the  case  of  Christopher  agt.  The  Mayor ^  dc,  I  do  not  find 
that  any  former  precedent  for  the  doctrine  established,  was 
supposed  to  exist  in  this  country  or  in  England.  In  the  first 
of  these  two  cases,  {Branley  agt.  Smithy  1  Simons,  8,)  certain 
waste  lands  in  which  the  plaintiflfe  were  entitled  to  rights  of 
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eommon,  were  inclosed  and  allotted  pursuant  to  a  private  act 
of  parliament,  which  provided  that  the  commoners  who  were 
interested  might  associate  and  make  rules  and  regulations  for 
their  cultivation  and  management,  and  among  other  things 
might  appoint  a  treasurer.  The  defendant  was  the  treasurer 
under  the  act,  and  it  was  alleged  that  he  had  had  thus  appro- 
priated moneys  which  he  had  received  as  treasurer,  and  that  he 
contemplated  fiirther  misappropriations.  The  bill  was  filed  by 
nine  of  the  persons  who  as  householders  and  parishioners  in  a 
certain  borough  and  parish,  were  commoners  and  interested 
in  the  inclosed  lands,  in  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  other 
commoners,  for  an  account  and  an  injunction  against  ftirther 
misappropriation.  The  bill  was  sustained.  Now,  the  right  of 
common  is  as  strictly  a  private  right  as  any  other  interest  in 
land.  It  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  and  it  is  not  less  a 
private  and  individual  interest  in  real  estate  when  lands  sub- 
ject to  rights  of  common,  are  allowed  to  be  inclosed  under  pri- 
vate acts  of  parliament. 

The  other  case  is  Orey  agt.  Chaplin,  (2  Sim.  <t  Slew,  167.) 
That  was  a  bill  by  two  of  several  shareholders,  in  a  joint 
stock  canal  company,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  the  other 
shareholders,  to  set  aside  an  illegal  agreement  by  which  the 
managing  commissioners  had  assigned  the  tolls  to  the  defend- 
ant for  ninety -nine  years.  It  was  a  plain  case  of  a  bill  for  re- 
lief against  the  breach  of  a  private  trust,  and  the  only  point 
decided  which  has  the  remotest  analogy  to  this  case,  is  that  a 
bill  may  be  filed  by  a  part  of  the  persons  in  interest,  where  it 
appears  that  the  relief  sought  by  it  is  in  its  nature  beneficial 
to  all  those  whom  the  plaintiflfe  undertake  to  represent.  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  neither  of  the  cases  sustain  the  position  for 
which  they  were  referred  to  in  the  supreme  court. 

The  judgments  of  that  court  which  have  thus  been  briefly 
examined,  are  of  too  recent  a  date  to  furnish  a  precedent  of 
themselves,  and  overlooking  as  it  seems  to  me  they  do,  a  well 
established  rule  of  law,  I  am  unwilling  to  follow  them  in  the 
decision  of  the  present  case.  This  case  does  not  require  us  to 
pass  upon  the  precise  question  which  arose  in  those  which 
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have  been  referred  to.  It  may  be  that  when  a  town  is  gov- 
erned in  itB  local  affairs  by  means  of  acorporatioD,  the  citizens 
as  corporators,  stand  in  a  different  relation  to  the  local  govern- 
ment than  in  other  cases.  As  that  distinction,  if  it  exists,  would 
not  aid  the  present  plaintiff,  and  as  it  has  not  been  argued  be- 
fore us,  we  refrain  from  expressing  any  opinion  upon  it. 

The  judgment  appealed  from,  for  the  reason  which  has  been 
given,  should  be  af&rmed. 


SUPREME  COURT, 


The  Uniok  Bank  in  the  City  of  New- York  agt  Jacob  H. 
Mott  and  Garbet  S.  Mott. 

The  183d  section  of  the  Code  provides  that  the  orcfcr  of  arreai  "  may  be  made  to 
accompanj  the  summons,  or  at  any  time  before  Judgment" 

JSeid,  that  the  judgment  here  mentioned  must  be  &  final  and  absolute  judgment, 
not  a  condiiional  judgment.  That  is,  where  a  judgment  entered  by  de&ult 
against  a  defendant  is,  on  motion,  opened  on  terms,  and  the  defendant  allowed 
to  come  in  and  defend,  the  judgment  in  the  meantime  to  stand  as  security,  it 
is  not  such  a  judgment  as  prevents  the  defendant's  arrest  on  the  original  cause 
of  action. 

New  •  York  Special  Term^  December^  1858. 

Motion  to  vacate  order  of  arrest. 

Judgment  was  regularly  entered  in  this  action  against  the 
defendant  Garret  S.  Mott,  upon  his  failure  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint for  $198,000.87  damages,  besides  costs,  on  the  5th  day 
of  November,  which  judgment  authorized  the  plaintiff  to  issue 
execution  for  its  enforcement,  as  well  against  the  body  of  such 
defendant  as  against  his  property.  An  execution  against  his 
propcrt}^  was  issued  upon  the  judgment  to  the  sheriff  of  this 
city  and  county ;  but  afterwards  on  the  11th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, such  defendant  obtained  leave  of  the  court  to  serve  an  an- 
swer to  the  plaintiff's  complaint  within  ten  days,  and  to  pro- 
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ceed  with  his  defence  in  the  action  upon  payment  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  of  $22.50  costs,  and  also  the  fees  of  the 
sheriflf  upon  the  execution.  The  court  then  further  ordered 
that  the  judgment  should  stand  as  security  for  the  alleged  in- 
debtedness of  the  defendant  Garret  S.  Mott,  to  the  plaintiff. 
He  has  put  in  an  answer  to  the  complaint,  and  the  action  is 
now  at  issue  thereon. 

An  order  for  the  arrest  of  both  defendants  was  granted  prior 
to  the  entry  of  the  judgment ;  but  Garret  S.  Mott  was  not  ar- 
rested on  it  After  he  obtained  leave  to  answer  the  complaint 
and  defend  the  action,  an  order  for  his  arrest  was  granted  by 
one  of  the  justices  of  this  court,  bearing  date  the  8th  day  of 
December,  instant ;  and  he  has  been  arrested  on  it,  and  is  in 
prison,  by  reason  of  his  failure  to  procure  bail  in  the  sum  of 
$142,000.  His  counsel  now  moves  to  vacate  such  order,  on 
the  ground  that  the  affidavits  were  insufficient  to  authorize  the 
same,  and  that  no  order  for  the  arrest  of  such  defendant  could 
be  made  after  the  entry  of  the  judgment  against  him. 

Samuel  A.  T^om^  for  plaintiffs. 
D.  Dudley  Field,  ^d^enda/ii 

Balcom,  Justice.  I  think  the  affidavits  contained  facts  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  the  order.  {See  6  AhboU^  315.)  The  im- 
portant question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  judgment 
estopped  the  plaintiff  from  procuring  such  order  ?  The  lan- 
guage of  the  Code  is,  that  the  order  of  arrest  "  may  be  made 
to  accompany  the  summons,  or  at  any  time  before  judgment" 
{Code,  §  188.) 

I  am  of  the  opinion  a  judgment  in  an  action  must  \i^  final 
to  estop  the  plaintiffs  from  procuring  an  order  for  the  arrest  of 
the  defendant,  in  other  words,  it  must  be  absolute  and  not  con- 
ditional. The  j  udgraent  in  this  action  was  final  when  entered, 
but  its  chai-aeter  was  changed,  upon  the  motion  of  the  very 
defendant  who  now  sets  it  up  as  an  estoppel,  from  that  of  a 
final  judgment  to  a  mere  security  for  his  alleged  indebtedness 
to  the  plaintiff;  and  should  he  be  beaten  upon  the  issues 


NEW-YORK  PRAOnOB  RKPORTSL  527 

Brown  agt  Gilmore. 

formed  by  his  answer,  no  execution  could  be  issued  on  it,  un- 
less the  plaintiff  should  fail  to  collect  by  due  course  of  law 
the  judgment  that  would  be  entered  on  the  finding  of  the  juiy 
upon  those  issues,  and  not  then  without  leave  of  the  court. 

Garret  S.  Mott  is  defending  the  action  as  fiilly  and  as  per- 
fectly as  he  could  have  defended  it  if  no  judgment  had  been 
entered  therein.  And  I  think  the  judgment  against  him 
should  be  deemed  vacated  or  set  aside,  so  far  as  it  affected  the 
right  to  obtain  the  order  of  arrest  which  was  granted  subse- 
quent to  the  time  its  character  was  changed. 

If  Garret  S.  Mott  should  now  give  bail,  the  undertaking  of 
his  sureties  would  not  be  conditioned  that  he  should  render 
himself  amenable  to  such  process  as  may  be  issued  to  enforce 
that  judgment,  but  to  such  only  as  may  be  issued  to  enforce 
the  judgment  therein  if  one  should  be  recovered  by  the  plain- 
tiff. {See  Oode,  §  187.)  In  other  words,  his  sureties  would 
not  be  bound  to  surrender  him  upon  any  execution  that  may 
be  issued  on  the  judgment  already  entered,  or  upon  any  order 
that  may  be  granted  for  its  enforcement. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  the 
8th  of  December,  on  which  Garret  S.  Mott  has  been  arrested, 
should  be  denied  with  $10  costs. 

Decision  accordingly. 


SUPEEMB  COURT. 


Brown  agt.  Gilkore  and  others. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  pUuntiff  to  recover  damages  for  the  forcible  entry,  tak- 
ing and  carrying  away  of  personal  property,  of  which  he  claimed  to  be  owner, 
and  in  possession,  the  defendants  in  interposing  a  defence  that  they  acted  un- 
der the  directions  and  by  the  antliority  of  a  receiver  appointed  in  proceedings 
supplemental  to  execution  of  the  property  and  effects  of  a  judgment  debtor, 
who  was  the  plaintiff's  vendor  of  the  property  in  question,  cannot  interpose 
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the  defence  and  show  on  the  trial  that  the  sale  made  between  the  judgment 
debtor  and  the  plahitiff  was  fraudulent  and  ToLd  as  to  creditors. 

The  question  for  the  defendants  to  litigate,  was  the  yalidity  of  the  sale  inier paries. 
Whether  there  had  been  a  sale,  not  whether  it  was  made  to  hinder  or  delay- 
creditors. 

That  is,  the  receiver  could  not  justify  the  forcible  seizure  of  the  property,  if  the 
sale  between  the  plaintiff  and  his  vendor  was  a  completed  sale  as  between 
them;  for  the  receiver  could  not,  as  representing  the  judgment  debtor,  im- 
peach his  own  completed  act,  however  fraudulent  in  purpose.  Nor  could  he 
as  representing  the  creditors,  interpose  such  a  defence,  because  the  property, 
even  if  transferred  with  a  design  to  delay  and  defraud  creditors,  did  not  for  that 
reason  belong  to  them  so  as  to  give  the  receiver  absolute  and  immediate  con- 
trol over  it  The  only  way  the  receiver  could  represent  the  creditors  in  that 
respect,  would  be  to  institute  a  suit  to  impeach  and  set  aside  the  sale  as  in- 
valid. 

This  was  an  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  en 
tered  against  them-  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  13th  of 
June,  1867,  for  $987.75  damages  and  costs.  The  cause  was 
tried  at  the  Kings  circuit,  in  June,  1867,  before  Mr.  Justice 
BiRDSEYE  and  a  jury.  The  pleadings,  complaint  and  answer 
are  here  given  as  follows : 

"  The  complaint  of  the  above  named  plaintiflf  respectfully 
shows  the  court,  that  on  the  11th  day  of  February,  1857,  at 
Greenfield,  in  the  county  of  Kings,  the  defendants  without  any 
lawful  authority,  forcibly  entered  upon  the  lands  and  prem- 
ises of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  and  there  took  and  carried  away 
one  sorrel  trotting  pony  of  the  value  of  three  hundred  dollars, 
one  brown  pacing  pony  of  the  value  of  three  hundred  dollars, 
one  wagon  of  the  value  of  seventy  dollars,  two  horse  blankets 
of  the  value  of  five  dollars,  two  surcingles  and  halters  of  the 
value  of  five  dollars,  one  whip  of  the  value  of  three  dollars, 
and  one  white  buflFalo  robe  of  the  value  of  fifteen  dollars,  all 
the  property  of  the  plaintiflf,  and  which  the  defendants- have 
converted  to  their  own  use. 

"  Wherefore,  the  plaintiff  claims  a  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendants for  the  damages  which  he  hassustained  by  reason  of 
the  premises,  to  the  amount  of  two  thousand  dollars,  besides 
the  costs  of  this  action." 
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The  defendants  Gilmore,  Jarvis  and  White,  put  in  separate 
answers,  which  were  alike,  as  follows : 

"  The  defendant  William  Gilmore,  for  answer  to  the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff,  denies  that  he  did  on  the  11th  day  of 
February,  1857,  forcibly  enter  upon  the  lands  and  premises  of 
the  plaintiff  n^entioned  in  the  complaint,  or  went  there  with- 
out lawful  authority  and  took  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  de* 
scribed  in  the  complaint ;  and  he  denies  that  he  individually 
or  in  connection  with  his  co-defendante,  converted  any  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff 's  to  his  or  their  own  use ;  and  he  says,  that 
previous  to  the  time  stated  in  the  complaint,  a  receiver  had 
been  appointed  by  the  county  judge  of  Kings  county,  under 
proceedings  instituted  pursuant  to  law,  of  all  the  property  and 
effects  of  Samuel  C.  Brown ;  that  such  receiver  had  previously 
taken  possession  of  the  said  property,  and  this  defendant  says, 
if  he  interfered  in  any  way  in  relation  to  said  property,  he  so 
interfered  and  acted  under  the  orders,  or  by  direction  of  said 
receiver  or  his  authorized  agent;  and  he  denies  that  the  prop- 
erty mentioned  in  the  complaint,  belonged  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  he  says,  as  to  any  other  matter  in  the  said  complaint  con* 
tained,  and  not  hereinbefore  answered,  traversed  or  avoided, 
he  has  not  any  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief)  and  he  therefore  controverts  each  and  eyery  of  such  al- 
legations." 

It  was  shown  in  evidence,  that  the  property  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  was  taken  by  the  defendants,  Gilmore,  Jarvis 
and  White,  on  the  11th  February,  1857,  by  directions  of  Daniel 
Van  Voorhis,  who  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  property  of 
Samuel  C.  Brown,  brother  of  the  plaintiff,  in  proceedings  sup- 
plemental to  execution,  on  a  judgment  against  Samuel  G.  Brown, 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  Gilmore ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
possession  thereof,  claiming  it  as  the  owner  by  a  bill  of  sale, 
dated  January  1st,  1866,  made  by  Samuel  C.  Brown  to  him  the 
plaintiff,  of  the  property  in  question  and  other  property.  The 
judge  charged  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  property  in 
question,  under  a  sale  from  Samuel  C.  Brown ;  that  if  such  sale 
was  made  in  good  faith,  and  was  accompanied  or  followed  by  ai£ 
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immediate  delivery,  with  an  actual  and  continued  change  of 
the  possession  of  the  things  sold,  that  the  plaintiff's  tide  was 
complete,  and  he  was  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action. 

That  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  good  faith  of  the  sale  by 
Samuel  C.  Brown,  the  jury  might  inquire,  among  other  things, 
whether  the  price  agreed  to  he  paid  on  that  sale  was  a  just  and 
fair  one ;  whether  such  price  was  actually  paid ;  whether  the 
money  paid  on  the  sale  was,  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiflt  all 
I^aid  over  to  the  defendant  Gilmore,  towards  the  satisfection 
of  the  debt  then  due  him  from  S.  C.  Brown ;  and  whether  they 
could  have  any  design  to  delay  or  defraud  the  creditors  of  S. 
C.  Brown? 

'J'hat  as  to  the  delivery  and  change  of  possession,  it  should 
ordinarily  accompany  the  sale ;  but  that  it  would  be  sufficient 
if  the  delivery  was  made,  and  if  there  was  an  actual  and  con- 
tinued change  of  the  possession  to  the  plaintiff  before  defend- 
ants took  possession.     To  which  defendants'  counsel  excepted. 

Iljat  if  the  plaintiff,  as  principal,  carried  on  the  business  of 
butchering  at  Greenfield,  from  September,  1866,  to  February, 
1857,  and  in  the  course  of  that  business,  used  the  property 
sued  for,  it  was  a  sufficient  delivery.  To  which  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants  then  and  there  excepted.  That  if  Growell 
&  Brown  purchased  this  property  in  good  feith,  and  actually 
went  into  the  business,  and  conducted  the  same  as  owners  and 
principals,  they  might  employ  Samuel  C.  Brown  as  workman, 
and  that  any  acts  done  by  him  in  that  capacity  w^hile  the  em- 
ployers were  also  present  and  acting  in  that  ciipacity,  and  were 
in  the  possession  and  control  of  the  property  sold,  would  not 
avoid  the  sale.  To  which  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  then 
and  there  excepted. 

That  if  the  side  made  by  Samuel  C.  Brown  was  valid  as  be- 
tween the  parties  thereto,  and  if  the  property  sold  was  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff  and  he  was  m  possession  before  the  recei- 
ver was  appointed,  then  that  the  proper  method  of  attacking 
tbe  salo,  if  it  was  alleged  to  be  fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  was 
by  an  action  by  the  creditors  against  the  parties  to  the  alleged 
fraud  or  by  causing  an  execution  to  be  levied  on  the  prc^rty, 
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and  the  property  to  be  sold  thereunder,  indemnifying  the  sher- 
iff if  that  were  necessary.  That  in  case  of  such  a  sale,  deliv- 
ery and  change  of  possession  as  last  mentioned,  the  defendant 
had  no  justification  for  taking  the  property.  That  although 
the  receiver  was  the  officer  of  the  law  for  certain  purposes,  he 
was  not  so  for  all  purposes ;  that  he  was  appointed  for  the 
benefit  of  the  party  who  procured  the  appointment  to  be  made, 
and  was  merely  the  grantee  or  assignee  of  such  property  and 
rights  as  the  judgment  debtor  could  himself  exercise,  con- 
trol and  convey.  That  if  the  judgment  debtor  could  not  have 
seized  and  taken  away  this  property  from  the  plaintiff,  then 
that  the  receiver  of  his  property  could  not  do  so ;  that  the  de- 
fendant "White,  the  deputy-sheriff,  did  not  act  in  that  capacity 
in  making  the  seizure  of  the  property  sold,  he  having  no  pro- 
cess, and  not  acting  under  the  authority  or  in  the  stead  of  the 
sherifil 

Waring  &  &TDlRhh,Jbr  de/endanti. 
D.  P.  Bajisilrd,  for  plaintiff. 

By  the  couil — Emott,  Justice.  I  think  the  learned  justice 
in  a  portion  of  his  charge,  went  further  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ants than  the  law  required.  He  submitted  to  the  j urj  the  bona 
fides  of  the  alleged  sale  by  Samuel  C.  Brown  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  affecting  creditors  of  the  former ;  putting  the  validity  of  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  upon  the  presence  or  absence 
in  that  sale,  of  a  design  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  Samuel  C. 
Brown.  That  was  not  the  issue,  nor  had  the  defendants  a 
right  to  litigate  that  question  in  the  present  action,  as  the  cir- 
cuit judge  very  properly  intimated  to  the  jury  in  another  part 
of  his  charge.  The  question  for  them  in  the  present  suit  was. 
the  validity  of  the  sale  inter  paries.  It  is  true,  that  as  the  law 
is  now  settled,  a  receiver  appointed  in  supplemental  proceed- 
ings, not  only  stands  in  the  place  of  the  debtor  but  also  repre- 
sents creditors,  and  can,  therefore,  in  a  proper  way  impeach 
fraudulent  acts  of  the  debtor.  (Porfer  agt  WiUiame^  5  Sdd^ 
142.)    But  in  neither  capacity,  could  the  receiver  justify  the^ 
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forcible  seizure  of  this  property,  if  it  had  been  sold  to  the 
plaintiff  by  an  actual  and  completed  transfer,  so  as  to  make  a 
valid  sale  as  between  him  and  his  vendor. 

The  receiver  and  the  defendants  who  acted  under  his  au- 
thority, could  not  question  such  a  transfer  as  representing  the 
judgment  debtor,  for  he  could  not  impeach  his  own  completed 
act,  however  fraudulent  in  purpose.  Nor  could  sucb  a  de- 
fence be  interposed  in  the  present  suit  by  this  officer  as  repre- 
senting the  creditors,  because,  this  property,  even  if  transferred 
with  a  design  to  delay  and  defraud  them,  did  not  for  that  rea- 
son belong  to  them,  so  that  they  or  their  representatives  could 
exercise  an  absolute  and  immediate  control  over  it  They 
have  only  a  right  to  subject  the  property  as  property  of  their 
debtor  to  the  enforcement  and  collection  of  their  jadgments 
and  the  lien  of  their  executions.  Until  an  execution  is  levied 
upon  personal  property,  the  judgment  creditor  has  no  right  in 
it  or  control  over  it.  But  the  receiver  does  not  stand  in  the 
place  of  an  execution.  The  only  way  in  which  he  can  inter- 
vene in  behalf  of  the  creditors  in  such  cases,  is  by  instituting 
a  suit  to  impeach  and  set  aside  the  validity  of  sudi  transfers. 

The  possession  of  this  property  after  January,  1856,  was^ 
therefore,  only  important  upon  the  question  of  delivery.  The 
question  for  the  jury  was,  whether  there  had  been  a  sale,  not 
whether  it  was  made  to  hinder  or  delay  creditors?  The  re- 
quests of  the  defendants'  counsel  were  properly  refused,  and 
the  charge  was  at  least  as  favorable  to  them  as  they  could  have 
asked. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  exceptions  to  the  rulings  as  ques- 
tions of  evidence,  which  require  notice.  The  judgment  should 
be  affirmed. 
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Thouas  J.  Whttcohb  and  others  agt.  Thomas  J.  Sals- 
man  and  Cyrus  D.  Booth. 

A  purdiaaer  who  obtains  credit  by  a  fiilse  repreeentation,  must  he  held  to  intend 
the  legitimate  conseqaences  of  his  act  If  he  obtains  credit  bj  representations 
fiJse  in  fact,  and  which  he  knew  to  be  false  when  he  made  them,  it  will  not  do 
for  him  to  saj  he  did  not  mean  to  defiraud  the  pUdntiffs  at  the  time. 

New 'York  Special  Term^  October,  1858. 
Motion  to  discharge  order  of  arrest. 

B.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.  If  the  plaintiflfe  are  to  be  be- 
lieved in  the  affidavit  made  bj  them,  the  defendant  Salsman, 
obtained  the  delivery  of  the  goods  for  which  this  action  is 
brought,  by  a  false  representation  in  regard  to  the  person  of 
his  partner  Booth.  So  far  as  there  is  any  conflict  between  the 
affidavits  in  respect  to  what  took  place  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
of  the  goods,  the  balance  and  weight  of  testimony  is  clearly  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiflfe  in  the  proportion  of  three  to  one.  The 
plaintiff  say  in  their  affidavit,  that  one  of  their  number  knew 
that  Mr.  Booth,  who  was  the  editor  of  The  Wisconsin  Free 
Democrat,  and  "  who  had  been  arrested  on  account  of  some 
difficulty  connected  with  the  enslaving  or  liberating  slaves," 
was  a  responsible  man ;  and  that  they  sold  and  delivered  the 
said  goods  on  the  faith  of  the  representation  that  the  partner 
of  the  said  defendant  Salsman,  was  such  editor,  and  was,  as 
the  plaintiff  affirm  the  said  Salsman  said,  "  the  very  man," 
who  was  such  editor,  and  had  such  difficulty.  Salsman  does 
not  deny  that  he  made  such  a  representation,  but  he  asserts 
that  he  had  no  intention  to  de&aud  the  plainti£& ;  that  his  part- 
ner had  formerly  been  such  editor ;  that  his  firm  was  in  good 
credit  at  the  time,  and  that  he  expected  and  intended  to  pay 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  goods  purchased  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase.   But  this  will  not  answer.    If  he  in  fact  obtained  the 
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credit  for  the  goods  by  a  representation  false  in  fact,  and  which 
he  knew  at  the  time  to  be  false,  it  will  not  do  for  him  to  say 
that  he  did  not  mean  to  defraud  the  plaintiffs  at  t\^e  time. 
They  were,  in  fact,  defrauded.  They  gave  credit  to  a  fiilsc 
statement,  and  the  injury  to  them  is  the  same  as  if  the  purpose 
of  Salsman  was  ever  so  fraudulent  at  the  time. 

A  purchaser  who  obtains  credit  by  a  false  representation, 
must  be  held  to  intend  the  legitimate  consequence  of  his  acts. 
His  intent  must  be  inferred  from  his  acts  and  declarations. 
The  law  requires  men  to  speak  the  truth  in  making  their  con- 
tracts, and  in  all  negotiations  or  representations,  designed  or 
calculated  to  influence  the  conduct  of  the  opposite  party  in 
making  a  trade  or  giving  a  credit.  The  law  of  good  morals 
and  the  law  of  the  land  coincide  in  this  particular. 

The  motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest  should  be  de- 
nied, with  $10  costs. 


SUPEEME  COUBT, 
Henry  G.  Scudder  agt  James  T.  Barnes. 

The  defendant  obtained  credit  upon  these  representations:  "I  am  perfectlj 
good  and  responsible  for  all  the  goods  I  may  purchase  ;  I  own  in  Jersey  City 
the  house  and  lota  in  wiiich  I  am  living,  which  I  value  at  between  five  and 
BIX  thousand ;  and  I  consider  this  good  and  sufficient  for  any  goods  I  may  buy; 
I  also  own  real  estate  in  Williamsburgh,  and  I  have  other  property." 

Tlie  question  was,  whether  this  representation  was  false,  aud  known  by  him  to 
be  so,  when  he  made  it. 

The  defendant,  without  any  change  having  taken  place  in  his  circumstances  in 
the  meantime,  about  a  month  after  such  representations,  made  an  assignment 
of  all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors ;  which  assignment  disclosed 
about  double  the  amount  of  indebtedness,  to  the  amount  of  property  assigned. 

BeHdf  that  this  exhibit  of  the  defendant's  affairs  Implied  upon  its  face,  that  the 
representations  mado  by  him  were  clearly  false,  and  must  have  been  known  by 
him  to  have  been  so. 
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Motion  to  discbarge  order  of  arrest 

E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.  From  the  statement  of  the  ref- 
eree accompanying  the  evidence  returned  by  him,  which  I 
think  is  fully  warranted  by  the  evidence,  I  think  it  fully  es- 
tablished that  the  defendant  made  both  the  verbal  and  written 
reprcsentiitions  in  regard  to  his  circumstances  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  verbal  representations  are  the  only  ones  upon 
which  the  order  of  arrest  could  be  sustained,  nothing  being 
due  the  plaintiff  for  the  goods  purchased  upon  the  faiih  of  the 
written  representation.  The  representations  were  as  follows : 
**  I  am  perfectly  good  and  responsible  for  all  the  goods  I  may 
purchase ;  I  own  in  Jersey  City,  the  house  and  lots  in  which 
I  am  living,  which  I-  value  at  between  five  and  six  thousand, 
and  I  consider  this  good  and  sufficient  for  any  goods  I  may 
buy ;  I  also  own  real  estate  in  Williamsburgh,  and  I  have 
other  property." 

The  question  presented  is,  whether  this  representation  was 
false  and  known  to  be  felse  by  the  defendant  at  the  time.  The 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  arrest  him  depends  upon  the  establish- 
ment of  the  allegaiion  in  the  language  of  section  179,  subdivi- 
sion 6,  that  "  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  con- 
tracting the  debt  or  incurring  the  obligation  for  which  the 
action  is  brought." 

The  representation  that  the  defendant  "  was  perfectlj-  good 
and  responsible  for  all  goods  he  might  purchase,"  implies, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  whole  statement,  that  he  had  suf- 
ficient property  over  and  above  all  debts  and  liabilities,  to  pay 
any  debt  he  might  incur  in  purchasing  such  goods. 

The  defendant,  a  short  time  after  these  representations,  (the 
last  written  statement  being  made  on  the  10th  of  February, 
1858,)  made  a  general  assignment  of  ^11  his  property,  in  which 
he  assigned,  as  appears  by  reference  to  the  schedule  annexed, 
property  to  the  amount  of  $1,607,  owing  at  the  same  time, 
debts  as  appears  by  schedule  also  annexed  to  said  assignment^ 
to  the  amount  of  $2,802.80.  The  assignment  is  dated  the  16th 
dav  of  Match,  1858.    Obviously  no  change  in  his  circum- 
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stances  had  taken  place*  between  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  verbal  and  the  written  transaction,  for  they  are  substan- 
tially identical 

This  exhibit  of  the  actual  condition  and  amount  of  the  de- 
fendant's property  and  debts,  implies  upon  its  &ce,  that  the 
representations  made  by  him  in  respect  to  the  amount  of  his 
property  and  his  pecuniary  ability,  were  clearly  fistlse.  If  he 
was  worth  $5,000  or  $6,000  on  the  10th  of  February,  he  ought 
to  have  had  property  worth  more  than  $1,607  on  the  15th  of 
March,  exclusive  of  debts.  The  inierence  of  fraud  in  his  ori- 
ginal representation,  and  falsehood,  is  irresistible  upon  these 
fiicts.  The  burden  of  proof  is  then  cast  upon  the  defendant  to 
explain  these  facts,  and  to  show  how  his  representations  could 
possibly  have  been  true.  To  my  mind,  he  entirely  foils  to  do 
BO.  He  shows  that  all  his  property  was  sold  and  disposed  of, 
(except  that  assigned,)  before  the  making  of  the  assignment 
As  he  gives  no  account  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  in  his  as- 
signment, and  as  the  schedule  annexed  thereto,  contains  no 
statement  of  any  assets  derived  from  that  source,  it  must  be  in- 
ferred, I  think,  that  whatever  interest  he  had  in  such  property 
was  absorbed  by  pre-existing  debts  paid  by  such  proceeds. 

Speaking  of  the  Jersey  City  property,  which  obviously  con- 
stituted the  bulk  of  the  defendant's  apparent  property,  the 
learned  referee  says  in  his  opinion,  "  that  if  he  really  owed 
Hannah  Smith,  (to  whom  the  same  was  conveyed  on  the  2d 
of  March,  1858,)  $4,000  on  the  22d  of  December,  1857,  he 
manifestly  was  not  perfectly  good  and  responsible  for  all  tho 
goods  he  might  purchase,  and  his  representations  to  that  effect 
were  fiilse,  and  the  written  representations  of  the  10th  of  Feb- 
ruary were  equally  deceptive." 

But  the  referee  then  adds,  "  my  impressions  from  the  evi- 
dence are,  that  the  defendant  did  not  owe  Hannah  Smith."  In 
another  part  of  his  report,  the  referee  in  stating  the  facts  in  re- 
gard to  this  sale  to  Hannah  Smith,  says,  ''  Hannah  Smith  paid 
him  no  money  when  she  took  the  deed.  The  defendant's  ac- 
count of  it  is  that  he  was  her  debtor,  and  that  the  conveyance 
was  made  to  her  in  payment  of  that  indebtedness." 
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The  referee  thinks  the  defendant  mistaken  in  this  testimony, 
that  he  "  did  not  owe  Hannah  Smith."  The  effect  of  the  ref- 
eree's finding  on  this  point  is,  that  the  defendant  has  sworn 
falsely  in  his  account  of  the  transaction,  and,  therefore,  his  ori- 
ginal representation  was  not  untrue. 

In  this  finding  I  think  the  referee  mistaken.  The  defendant 
should  not  be  excused  from  the  original  fraud,  on  the  ground 
that  he  has  been  guilty  of  false  swearing  in  his  statement  of 
the  manner  and  the  consideration  upon  which  he  disposed  of 
his  property.  The  burden  was  upon  him  to  explain  how  his 
original  representation  could  be  true,  and  he  shows  under 
oath  that  it  was  in  fact  false.  I  think  he  should  be  held  to 
speak  the  truth  under  oath,  and  this  substantially  establishes 
his  original  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt.  It  may  be,  that  the 
referee  is  right,  and  that  the  fraud  of  the  defendant  was  com- 
mitted in  disposing  of  his  property,  rather  than  in  contracting 
the  debt  to  the  plaintiff.  But  it  is  illogical  and  unjust  to  the 
defendant  so  to  hold.  It  is  more  just  to  him  to  hold  that  he 
contracted  .the  debt  fraudulently,  than  that  he  fraudulently 
disposed  of  his  property  to  avoid  its  payment,  and  sought  to 
cover  up  the  transaction  by  false  swearing. 

I  think  the  defendant  entirely  fails  to  show  that  his  repre- 
sentations were  true  at  the  time,  and  that  the  debt  was  not 
fraudulently  contracted ;  and  that  the  referee  is  mistaken  in 
his  conclusions  on  this  point,  and  his  report  should  be  dis- 
aflSrmed,  and  the  motion  to  discharge  the  defendant  from  ar- 
rest denied,  with  $10  costs. 

Motion  denied,  with  $10  costa. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

James  M.  Davis,  Respondent  agt.  Horatio  C.  Stone  and 
another,  Appellanta 

A  Judgment  in  a  cause  rendered  in  a  justice's  court,  appealed  to  the  countj  court, 
and  by  reason  of  the  incapacity  of  the  county  judge  to  hear  it,  the  appeal  is 
transferred  by  the  provisions  of  section  30  of  the  Code  to  the  supremo  court,  it 
must  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  a  special  term  of  the  supreme  court  {This 
agrees  with  Sheldon  agt.  Albro,  8  How.  305.) 

Cortland  Special  Term,  August^  1858. 

This  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
who  rendered  a  judgment  therein  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
fix)m  which  judgment  the  defendants  appealed  to  the  Cortland 
county  court.  The  county  judge  of  Cortland  county  was  in- 
capable of  acting  in  the  cause,  and  for  that  reason  the  Cortland 
county  court  transferred  it  to  this  court 

The  question  was  raised  whether  the  appeal  should  be  heard 
at  a  special  term  or  a  general  term  of  this  court. 

A.  M.QDoy^%iAj,  Jbr  plaintiff, 
George  A.  White,  for  defendants. 

Balcom,  Justice.  This  cause  has  been  transferred  by  the 
Cortland  county  court  to.  this  court,  by  reason  of  a  clause  in 
subdivision  thirteen  of  section  thirty  of  the  Code,  which  dause 
is  as  follows :  "  But  any  action  or  proceeding  pending  in  the 
county  court,  in  which  the  county  judge  is  for  any  cause  in- 
capable of  acting,  may  be  transferred  by  the  county  court  to 
the  supreme  court,  and  thereupon  the  papers  therein  on  file  in 
the  county  court  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  supreme  court,  in 
the  same  district,  which  shall  thenceforth  have  jurisdiction  of 
such  action  or  proceeding." 

This  provision  cannot  be  construed  to  require  the  transmis* 
sion  of  the  papers  in  all  actions  and  proceedings  in  the  county 
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court  in  which  the  county  judge  is  incapable  of  acting,  to  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  same  district ;  for  the 
reason  that  all  such  actions  and  proceedings  in  which  no  judg- 
ment has  been  rendered,  must  be  determined  in  the  first  in- 
stance at  a  circuit  or  special  term  by  a  single  judge  of  the 
court.  (See  Code,  §  278.)  Nor  do  I  think  it  requires  the  pa- 
pers in  any  such  action  or  proceeding  to  be  transmitted  to  the 
general  term. 

The  statute  which  directs  that  appeals  in  the  county  court 
shall  be  brought  to  a  hearing  at  a  general  term  of  that  court, 
{Code,  §  364,)  has  no  application  to  the  hearing  of  an  appeal 
which  has  been  transferred  from  that  court  to  this  court. 

I  am  satisfied  that  section  846  of  the  Code,  which  provides 
for  the  hearing  of  appeals  in  the  supreme  court  at  a  general 
term,  embraces  only  appeals  to  that  court  fi-om  the  decisions  of 
inferior  courts.  The  appeal  in  this  cause  was  not  brought  to 
this  court)  but  to  the  county  court.  It  has  been  transferred 
from  the  latter  court  to  this  court,  solely  for  the  reason  that 
the  county  judge  is  incapable  of  acting  in  the  cause.  And  I 
think  the  appeal  must  be  heard  in  this  court  on  the  original 
papers,  in  the  same  manner  that  it  would  have  been  heard  in 
the  county  court,  if  the  county  judge  could  have  decided  it 
{See  Code^  §  865.)  The  costs  which  the  successful  party  will 
recover  on  the  determination  of  the  appeal  in  this  court,  are 
such  only  as  he  would  have  recovered  if  the  county  court  had 
decided  the  cause.     {Tayhr  agt  Seeley,  3  Code  Rep.  84.) 

The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  Sheldon  agt.  Aliro^  (8  Hoxo, 
Pr.  Rep.  806,)  has  convinced  me,  that  cases  like  the  one  un- 
der consideration,  should  be  heard  and  determined  in  the  first 
instance,  at  a  special  term  of  this  court,  and  such  has  been  the 
practice  in  this  district.  I  should  have  been  governed  by  the 
decision  in  Sheldon  agt.  Albro,  {supra,)  without  attempting  to  de- 
monstrate its  soundness,  if  I  had  not  been  informed  that  one  of 
my  brethren  in  this  district,  had  lately  refused  to  hear  a  case 
like  this  at  a  special  term,  by  reason  of  an  unreported  decision 
of  the  general  term  in  the  fifth  district. 

The  decision  in  Sheldon  agt  Albro,  was  made  by  the  general 
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term  in  the  eighth  district  And  I  am  satisfied  it  is  correct 
and  must  follow  it  in  determining  where  the  appeal  in  this  cause 
should  be  heard  in  the  first  instance.  Where  a  cause  in  which 
the  county  judge  is  incapable  of  acting,  is  determined  by  a 
single  judge  of  this  court  at  a  special  term,  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  from  his  decision  to  the  general  term.  (See  Chde,  §  348.) 
And  thus  the  same  number  of  appeals  are  preserved,  and  the 
same  amount  of  costs  recovered  in  the  cause,  as  if  the  county 
judge  acted  in  it.  This  appeal  must  be  determined  at  the  spe- 
cial term  in  the  first  instance. 

Mason,  J.,  examined  the  foregoing  opinion,  and  concurred 
therein.  Gray,  J.,  after  reading  such  opinion,  expressed  his 
views  as  follows :  "  The  Code  has  not  by  any  provision  con- 
tained in  it,  prohibited  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  court,  when 
certified  to  the  supreme  court  by  a  county  judge,  from  being 
heard  and  decided  at  special  term.  A  special  term  is  by  the 
constitution,  {Article  6,  §  6,)  a  term  of  the  supreme  court  I 
have  heard  and  decided  such  cases,  and  had  not  then  and  have 
not  now,  any  doubt  as  to  my  jurisdiction." 
•  The  general  term  in  the  6th  district,  held  in  Cortland  county 
in  November,  1858,  by  Gray,  Mason,  Balcom  and  Camp- 
BELL,  Justices,  decided  in  Crandall  agt.  Rodgers^  and  in  Wiles 
agt.  Peck  and  others^  that  appeals  from  judgments  of  justices 
of  the  peace,  which  the  county  judge  is  incapable  of  deciding 
by  reason  of  his  relationship  to  the  parties,  or  for  other  causes, 
must  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  a  special  term  of  the  su- 
preme court,  instead  of  the  general  term.  And  all  the  justices 
concurred  in  the  decision. 
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SITPEEME  COURT. 
David  Wiles  agt.  Hiram  Peck  and  others. 

On  ftn  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  the  ooanty  court,  and 
the  county  judge  from  incapacity  to  hear  the  appeal,  transfers  it  to  the  supreme 
court,  this  court  is  to  hear  the  appeal  on  the  anginal  papers  in  the  same  man- 
ner that  it  would  have  been  heard  in  the  county  court,  "  and  no  copy  thereof 
need  be  furnished  for  the  use  of  the  court." 

The  papers,  therefore,  should  romain  on  file  in  the  o£Bceof  the  county  clerk,  (who 
is  also  clerk  of  the  supreme  court,)  whore  they  were  transferred  by  the  county 
court,  and  the  appeal  should  be  heard  in  that  county,  and  In  no  other  county. 

Broome  Special  Term^  November^  1858. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  Cortland  county,  to  the  county  court  of  that  county. 
The  county  judge  was  incapable  of  hearing  the  appeal  by  rea- 
son of  the  fact  that  he  had  been  counsel  for  one  of  the  parties 
in  the  matters  out  of  which  the  cause  of  action  arose ;  and  he 
transferred  the  cause  to  this  court,  pursuant  to  the  directions 
contained  in  section  thirty  of  the  Code.  The  defendants'  coun- 
sel objected  to  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  in  Broome  county, 
and  insisted  that  it  should  be  heard  in  Cortland  county. 

S.  1L^IA.0(^^  for  plaint^. 
B.  H.  DvKLL,  for  defendania. 

Balcom,  Justice.  Although  it  was  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of 
Cortland  county  to  transfer  the  papers  in  the  cause  to  the  su- 
preme court  in  the  same  district^  {Code,  §  80,)  all  he  did  or  should 
have  done,  was  tq  take  them  from  the  county  court  files,  and 
place  them  on  those  of  this  court  in  his  own  office.  He  is  the 
clerk  of  each  court.     {Constitution^  artide  6,  §  19.) 

The  appeal  must  be  heard  in  this  court  on  the  original  pa- 
pers, in  the  same  manner  that  it  would  have  been  heard  in  the 
county  court,  if  the  cpunty  judge  coidd  have  acted,  in  the 
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cause,  "  and  no  copy  thereof  need  be  fiirnished  for  the  use  of 
the  court."  (Code,  §  365.)  The  clerk  of  Cortland  county  is 
not  required  to  take  the  papers  out  of  his  county  at  the  in- 
stance or  request  of  either  party  ;  nor  should  he  permit  the  at- 
torney of  either  party,  to  bring  them  here  or  to  carry  them  to 
any  other  county.  The  papers  should  remain  on  file  in  the 
office  of  tlie  Cortland  county  cleik,  until  he  is  required  by  the 
court  to  bring  them  into  the  court-house  in  that  county,  on  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  appeal  in  this 
cause  should  be  heard  in  Cortland  county.    So  decided. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Lucius  N.  Bakos^  Receiver,  &c.  agt  Sajjuel  Palmer  and 
Nelson  Drake. 

Where  exceptiona  are  taken  on  the  trial  at  the  circuit,  and  a  "  verdict  is  directed 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term,  upon  a  case  to  be  made  \ij 
the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  either  party  to  turn  the  same  into  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions or  a  special  verdict,"  it  is  a  miairiaL  All  the  general  term  can  do  in  such 
a  case,  is  to  order  a  new  trial 

Although  tlie  decisions  of  the  judge  admitting  or  ngccting  evidence,  and  which 
are  excepted  to,  are  questions  of  law,  they  are  not  those  questions  of  law  con- 
templated by  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  which  relate  to  a  case  presenting  only 
questions  of  law,  and  which  may  be  heard  ui  the  first  mstanoe  at  the  general 
term.    The  coat  itself  must  present  the  queMIODS  of  law. 

Orleans  Chfteral  Terrn^  Sspiember^  1858. 
Groyeb,  p.  J.^  Grssn,  Marvik  and  Davis,  Ju8fiioe&. 
YsRDiCT  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  cotErt  at  general  tenil, 
upon  a  case  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiff. 

A.  "MLathews,  for  plaintiff 

W.  F.  Aldricb,  for  d^danU. 
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By  the  court — Marvin,  Justijce.  The  defendants  took  nu- 
merous exceptions  to  the  admission  of  evidence  during  the 
progress  of  the  trial.  When  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  defend- 
ants moved  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  refusetl,  and  the  defend- 
ants' counsel  excepted.  The -defendants  then  gave  evidence, 
and  again  moved  for  a  nonsuit  on  numerous  grounds,  which 
the  counsel  specified.  This  motion  was  denied.  The  defend- 
ant Drake,  then  renewed  the  motion  in  his  own  behalf,  which 
was  denied,  and  he  excepted. 

The  case  states  that  the  jury  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $158.04,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term,  upon  a  case  to  be 
made  by  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  either  party  to  turn  the 
same  into  a  bill  of  exceptions,  or  a  special  verdict,  to  which 
direction  and  finding  the  defendants  then  and  there  excepted. 
The  plaintiff  now  moves  for  judgment  upon  the  verdict  and 
case,  which  contains  all  the  exceptions. 

The  practice  pursued  on  the  trial,  is  emtirely  unauthorized. 
All  we  can  do  with  this  case  is  to  direct  a  new  trial  upon  the 
ground  that  there  has  been  a  misinal. 

All  motions  for  new  trials,  and  all  applications  for  judg- 
ments on  special  verdicts  or  cases  reserved  for  argument  or  fur- 
ther consideration,  must  in  the  first  instance  be  heard  and  de- 
cided at  the  circuit  or  special  term,  except  that  when  exceptions 
are  taken,  the  judge  trying  the  cause  may,  at  the  trial,  direct 
them  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term,  and 
may  in  the  meantime  suspend  the  entry  of  j  udgment.  In  such 
case,  they  (the  exceptioiis)  must  be  heard  at  the  general  termt 
in  the  first  instance,  and  judgment  there  given.  And  where 
upon  the  trial,  the  case  presents  only  questions  of  law,  the  judge 
may  direct  a  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  a 
general  term,  and  in  that  case,  the  application  for  judgment 
must  be  made  at  the  general  term.    {Chde,  §  265.) 

The  order  is  not  in  this  case,  that  the  exceptions  taken  by 
the  defendants,  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general 
term,  but  a  verdict  is  directed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
court  at  general  term,  upon  a  case  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiff. 
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It  is  not  a  case  contemplated  by  the  provision  relating  to  a  case 
preeenting  only  questiona  of  law.  It  is  true,  that  all  the  deci- 
.  sions  of  the  judge  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence  and  which 
are  excepted  to,  are  questiona  of  law,  but  not  those  questions 
of  law  contemplated  by  that  provision  of  the  Code.  The  case 
itself  must  present  the  questions  of  law ;  that  is,  the  case  tried. 
The  questions  of  law  must  arise  out  of  the  undisputed  fects  of 
the  case.  In  such  a  case  the  court  may  direct  a  verdict  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term.  The  case  will 
be  settled  in  the  form  of  ascertained  ajid  undisputed  facts,  in- 
volving no  exceptions  to  the  admission  of  evidence  to  prove 
these  facts.  The  undisputed  facts  being  ascertained,  a  ques- 
tion of  law  will  be  raised,  which  may  be  sent  to  the  general 
term,  by  directing  a  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
at  general  term. 

We  can  pronounce  no  judgment  upon  the  case  contain- 
ing the  exceptions  now  before  us,  and  all  we  can  do  is  to  or- 
der a  new  trial.  {See  CoU)  agt.  Oyrnish^  16  N.  T.  Rep.  602  ; 
Oilhert  agt.  Beach,  id.  606.) 


SUPREME  OOUBT. 

Edward  Brown  and  others  agt.  James  K.  Bowen  and 

others. 

Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  the  case  recoveiB  judgment  against  one  of  two 
defendants,  and  the  other  defendant  is  acquitted,  the  latter  is  entitled  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  to  a  full  bill  of  costs  against  the  plaintiff. 

And  this  is  so,  although  the  defendant  acquitted  was  absent  from  the  state  at 
the  time  of  the  trial ;  but  his  co-defendant  had  in  charge  the  preparation  of  tho 
cause  for  trial,  and  the  witnesses  were  subpoenaed  and  attended  for  both  defend- 
ants. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  and  the  defendant  James 
K.  Bowen,  was  acquitted,  and  a  judgment  recovered  against 
Wells  C.  Bowen,  and  the  defendant  James  K.  Bowen,  taxed 
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a  full  bill  of  oosts  agaiiist  the  plaintiff,  and  this  motion  is  for  a 
re-adjostmenL 

Mason,  Justice.  The  defendant  was  entitled  to  costs  as  a 
matter  of  course.*  (4  Sdd.  R,  29 ;  see  resolution  of  courts  page 
80 ;  also  5  Sdd.  R,  549.)  And  besides,  the  judge  at  circuit 
gave  him  judgment  for  costs.  The  rule  seems  to  be  settled^ 
that  the  defendants  acquitted  are  entitled  to  a  full  bill  of  costs, 
notwithstanding  the  services  rendered,  and  expenses  incurred 
in  their  defence,  were  also  rendered  and  incurred  for  the  other 
defendant^  against  whom  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict 
(Canfield  and  others  agt.  Oaylor  and  others^  12  W.  R  286; 
Binman  and  others  agt  Booth,  20  W.  R.  666.) 

The  defendant  swears  that  each  and  every  of  the  witnesseB 
were  equally  necessary  for  both  defendants,  and  that  each  and 
every  of  the  said  witnesses  were  material  and  necessary  for  the 
defendant  James  K.  Bowen,  who  was  acquitted,  and  that  he|^ 
the  defendant  Wells  C.  Bowen,  had  in  charge  the  preparation 
of  the  cause  for  trial,  for  the  said  James  K  Bowen,  and  that 
the  said  witnesses  were  subpoenaed  and  attended  at  said  trial 
for  both  of  said  defendants.  It  is  no  answer,  therefore,  to  the 
said  defendant  James  K.  Bowen's  claim  for  costs,  for  the 
plaintiff  to  say  that  James  E.  Bowen  had  left  the  state  long 
before  the  cause  was  noticed  for  trial,  and  was  not  personally 
present  at  the  trial,  &c.,  for  the  cause  was  prepared  for  trial  by 
Wells  C.  Bowen.  The  clerk  erred  in  taxing  for  attendanoe 
and  travel  of  James  Clarke  and  Asa  Perkins  $4.02  each. 

They  swear  that  they  were  not  subpoenaed  or  paid,  and 
did  not  attend  as  witnesses  for  the  defendanta  There  must  be 
$8.04  stricken  from  the  taxed  bill  of  costs,  and  from  the  judg- 
ment, if  one  has  been  entered.  No  costs  on  this  motion  to 
either  party. 

Vol.  XVL  85 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
BuTLEB,  Jr.  agt  Mason  &  Mason. 

R  is  irrdevant  to  insert  an  allegation  in  a  complaint  that  the  defendants  haye  not 
resided  at  any  time  in  the  state,  within  six  years  before  oommenoement  of  the 
action,  for  the  purpose  of  anticipating  the  defence  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
although  the  complaint  would  show  on  its  fiico  without  such  allegation,  that  the 
daim  was  barred  by  the  statute. 

Section  74  of  the  Oode  says :  that  '*the  objection  that  the  action  was  not  com- 
menced within  the  time  limited  can  only  be  taken  by  OAfver." 

New 'York  Special  Term^  JuneVilh^  1857. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  demands  J  adgment  for  debts 
incurred  in  1844  and  1846 ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  anticipa- 
ting the  defence,  that  the  claims  are  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  it  alleges  that  the  defendants  have  not  resided  at 
anj  time  within  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action  in  the  state  of  New- York.  The  defendants  move  to 
have  this  allegation  struck  out  on  the  ground  of  irrelevancy. 
The  plaintitf's  counsel  insists  that  it  is  material ;  as  without  it 
the  complaint  would  show  on  its  face  that  the  claim  was  barred 
by  the  statute. 

Geo.  Douglass, /or  ^Zami?jf. 
Bowman  &  Green, /or  cJj/fewdanto. 

Clerke,  Justice.  In  maintaining  his  argument,  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel  overlooks  the  provision  contained  in  section  74 
of  the  Code,  which  declares  that  "  the  objection  that  the  ac- 
tion was  not  commenced  within  the  time  limited,  can  only  be 
taken  by  answer."  So  that  evidently  this  allegation  is  unne- 
cessary. Whatever  may  be  the  time  stated  in  the  complaint 
when  the  indebtedness  was  incurred,  the  plaintiff  has  2k  prima 
foLck  right  to  recover,  and  it  is  a  mere  optional  privilege  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  to  interpose  the  defence  allowed  by 
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the  statute  of  limitatioDS.  If  the  defendazits  fidled  td-aaiVir^BB 
a  complaint  showing  on  its  &ce  that  the  debt  was  inootred 
more  than  six  years  previous,  judgment  coul^  be  reooverod  bj^; 
de&ult,  and  no  error  would  appear  on  the  record.  It  is  not 
necessary  and,  therefore,  not  relevant  to  insert  the  allegatioii> 
complained  of.  In  pleading,  parties  must  be  required  to  con- 
fine  themselves  to  a  statement  of  the  mere  facts  essential  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  action  or  the  defence ;  and  if  a 'plaintiff 
were  permitted  to  incumber  his  complaint  with  matters  in  an« 
ticipation  of  every  possible  defence  which  the  apparent  lights 
or  ingenuity  of  a  defendant  may  interpose,  the  record  would 
be  incumbered,  and  issues  which  may  be  otherwise  avoidedi 
would  be  introduced  into  the  case.  As  it  is  probable  that  tbe 
plaintiff's  counsel  might  have  been  misled  by  the  decisionfin 
Qenet  agt.  Tallmadge,  (1  G.  B&p.  N.  S.  846,)  I  grant  this  mo* 
tion  without  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
JsBOHS  Paddock  agt  Frederick  H.  Wing. 

In  an  action  for  taking  and  oonrerting  personal  property  from  tbe  posKflBion  of 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  alleging  tliat  it  was  taken  on  execation  in  hia  favor 
by  the  sheriCr,  as  the  property  of  tbe  defendant  in  tbe  ezecotion,  the  defendant 
on  the  trial  cannot  under  the  Code  introdnce  the  evidence  of  a  witness  to  show 
that  the  property  never  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  bnt  that  the  witness  was  the 
owner  of  it,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  reoX  pttrty  Ai 
mtereid.    The  plaintiff  has  an  interest  in  and  right  to  protect  his  potauHoik 

Heard  at  Orleans^  September  General  Term,  1868.     Decided 

at  Erie^  November  General  Term,  1858. 
Qrover,  p.  e/;,  Green,  Marvin  and  Davis,  Justices.       ^.-- 
Motion  for  new  trial  upon  exceptiona  _^'      <Sy 

The  complaint  charged  the  defendant  with  taking  Kfd  oq^'^      ^<^ 

verting  to  his  own  use  a  large  number  of  boc^  the^opd^r    ^ 

•V 
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of  tbe  plainti£  The  answer  was,  first  a  general  denial,  2d. 
It  alleged  that  the  title  to  the  property  was  in  one  Tyrrell^ 
and  that  the  sheriff  took  the  properly  by  ^drtue  of  an  execu- 
tion against  Tyrrell,  issued  upon  a  judgment  in  &yor  of  the 
defendant 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  property  belonged  to  him  and  was  in  his  possession 
at  the  time  it  was  taken  by  the  sheriff  and  sold  to  the  defend- 
ant,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  judgment  and  execution 
against  Tyrrell. 

The  d^endant  offered  to  prove  by  one  Danforth,  that  the 
property  was  not  and  never  had  been  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff but  that  it  was  the  property  of  Danforth.  The  defendant's 
counsel  stated  that  he  did  not  expect  to  connect  the  taking  of 
the  property  in  any  manner  with  the  title  of  Danforth,  so  as  to 
justify  the  taking  by  any  authority  or  permission  of  Danforth, 
but  he  claimed  the  right  to  give  the  evidence  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  party  in  interest  in 
this  action. 

The  judge  upon  objection  rejected  the  evidence,  and  the  de- 
fendant excepted.  There  was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
an  order  that  the  exceptions  be  first  heard  at  general  term. 

De  Put  &  BowEN,/w^&iwi<i^. 
M.  A.  Whitney,  y&r  de/endanL 

By  the  court — ^Mabvin,  Justice.  Prior  to  the  Code,  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  would  not  have  been  re- 
ceived, and  this  was  conceded  upon  the  argument.  The 
plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the  property,  claiming  to  be  the 
owner,  at  the  time  it  was  taken  and  converted,  and  such  pos- 
session gave  him  an  interest  sufficient  to  maintain  an  action 
against  a  stranger  or  naked  wrongdoer,  or  against  any  one  con- 
verting the  property,  except  the  owner  or  one  who  had  a  right 
to  the  possession.  {Bouvier^  Action  at  LaWy  430,  et  seq;  Dun- 
can agt.  Spedr^  11  W.  53  ;  McLaughlin  agt  Waife,  9  Oow.  670 ; 
2  Oreen.  Ev.  %  487 ;  2  Saund,  47  a,  note  1.) 
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The  defendant  claims  that  the  Code  (§  111)  has  changed 
the  law.  By  that  section,  every  action  must  be  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  except  as  otherwise  pro* 
yided  in  section  113.  In  my  opinion  the  Code  has  not  affected 
the  question  we  are  considering.  The  plaintiff  was  '^the 
real  party  in  interest"  He  had  an  interest  in  protecting  his 
possession,  assuming  that  the  property  was  not  his,  that  is,  that 
he  was  not  the  owner,  but  that  it  had  been  and  was  the  prop- 
erty of  Danforth.  For  aught  that  appears  in  the  offered  evi* 
dence,  the  plaintiff  was  the  bailee  of  Danforth,  and  if  so,  it  was 
his  duty  to  protect  the  property,  and  the  action  could  be  main- 
tained by  him  or  by  Danforth,  the  general  owner.  (J^ory  on 
Bail  %  94.) 

The  question  presented  in  this  case,  was  in  the  case  of  Card 
agt.  Cheeny,  decided  some  years  since  by  the  court  at  general 
term  in  this  district.  The  like  evidence  was  offered  and  re- 
jected, and  there  was  an  exception.  We  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  properly  rejected. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  ver- 
dict 


SUPEEME  COUET. 
Louis  Potter  agt  Michael  P.  Low. 

Under  section  297  of  the  Code  in  proceedings  snpplementaiy  to  execation,  an  or* 
der  ^  enjoining  and  restraining  the  debtor  from  making  any  transfer  or  other  dis- 
position of  his  property,  not  exempt  by  law  from  execution,  or  from  any  inter- 
lerence  therewith,"  (and  that  section  allows  of  no  other  or  different  order,)  does 
not  at  all  affect  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  what  he  earns  aflar  the  granting  of 
the  order. 

And  where  a  defendant  is  ordered  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  punished  as 
lor  a  contempt  in  disobeying  such  an  order,  the  aflMavits  must  satiai^  the  court 
and  show  aflOrmatively  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  money  or  proper^ 
the  defendant  has  received  and  paid  out,  fto,  or  any  part  of  it  was  due  hinii  or 
earned  by  him  prior  to  the  date  of  the  order. 
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^Krst  District^  New -York  Special  Terrrij  December^  1858. 

This  is  a  motion  to  require  the  defendant  to  show  cause  whj 
lie*sIiould  not  be  punished  as  for  a  contempt,  for  disobeying 
an  order  dated  the  18th  day  of  October  last,  made  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Ingbaham,  in  a  proceeding  supplementary  to  execution ; 
which  order  contains  these  words,  to  wit :  "The  said  Michael 
P.  Low  is  hereby  enjoined  and  restrained  from  making  any 
transfer  or  other  disposition  of  his  property,  not  exempt  by  law 
fix)m  execution,  or  from  any  interference  therewitk" 

'Balcom,  Justice.  The  affidavits  which  have  been  read, 
clearly  show  that  the  defendant  received  and  paid  out  about 
$200  in  money,  subsequent  to  the  time  the  order  was  served 
.on  him ;  but  it  is  claimed  by  his  counsel  that  such  money  was 
earned  by  him  as  a  clerk,  after  the  order  was  served ;  and  that 
it  onlj  restrained  him  &om  interfering  with  such  property  as 
he  had  when  it  was  granted. 

There  is  some  uncertainty  as  to  whether  the  defendant 
earned  the  money  after  the  order  was  made ;  but  such  uncer- 
tainty enures  to  his  bene^t,  for  the  reason  that  he  should  not 
be  punished  as  for  a  contempt,  unless  the  affidavits  show  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt  that  he  disobeyed  the  order.  I  can- 
not say  within  this  rule  that  the  money  the  defendant  has  re- 
ceived and  paid  out,  or  any  part  of  it,  was  due  him  or  earned 
by  him  prior  to  the  date  of  the  order. 

The  main  legal  proposition  to  be  determined,  is  whether  the 
order  restrained  the  defendant  from  receiving  and  disposing  of 
his  wages  that  he  earned  after  it  was  made.  It  was  settled  by 
Chancellor  Walworth,  that  a  creditor  could  not  on  a  bill  in 
aquity  <reaoh;the  effectsof  his  judgment  debtor,  which  he  earned 
or  acquired  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit;  and  that  what 
te  earned  or  acquired  thereafl;er,  could  be  obtained  only  by 
means  of  a  supplemental  bill.  (8  Paige,  568 ;  2  Barb.  Ch,  Pr, 
X58.}  And  this  court  held  at  a  general  term  in  the  7th  district^ 
in  1651,  that  .the  debtor  might  receive  and  pay  out  money  he 
acquired  after  the  granting  of  an  order  forbidding  him  to  inter- 
fere with  his  property.    (13  Barbour,  335.)   The  principle  was 
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then  settled  that  such  an  order  only  affects  the  right  of  the  deti^ 
xnr  to  interfere  with  or  dispose  of  such  property  and  efifecftitt 
he  has  when  it  is  made. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  has  argued  that  iUnt  Oode  as  it  tk>W 
exists,  makes  the  order  so  &r  prospective  in  its  operation  as  to 
restrain  the  debtor  from  receiving  or  paying  out  money  earned 
by  him  subsequent  to  its  date.  The  amendment  which  has 
been  made  to  section  297  since  1851,  gives  the  debtor  the 
earnings  for  his  personal  services  at  any  time  within  sixty 
days,  "  next  preceding  the  orde!r,"  when  the  same  are  liecessary 
for  the  use  of  a  family  suf^ported  wholly  or  partly  by  his  labor. 
This  provision  certainly  does  not  affect  the  ■right  6f  the  debtd!r 
to  what  he  earns  after  the  granting  of  thg  order.  The  defend- 
ant ias  no  family,  but  the  order  does  not  restrain  him  from 
receiving  and  using  money  earned  by  him  after  it  was  granted 
any  more  than  it  would  if  he  had  a  family  that  he  supported 
wholly  or  partly  by  his  labors.  The  order  is  the  same  whethet 
the  judgment  debtor  be  married  or  unmarried,  or  whether  te 
supports  a  family  or  not 

The  authority  to  enjoin  the  debtor  is  in  these  words :  "  The 
judge  may  iilso  by  order  forbid  a  transfer  or  other  dispoM^ 
tion  of  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor  not  exempt  frdia 
execution,  and  any  interference  therewith."  (Cbcfe,  §  ^SS.) 
The  property  here  mentioned,  is  that  which  the  debtor  has 
when  th6  order  is  made,  and  iiot  such  as  he  afterwards  ac- 
quires. If  the  legislature  had  intended  the  order  should  for- 
bid  the  debtor  transferring  or  disposing  of  his  future  eamingd 
or  acquisitions,  other  and  more  appropriate  words  would  have 
been  emplojred  to  convey  that  idea ;  and  it  is  probable  that 
some  provision  would  have  been  made  for  supporting  the 
debtor,  at  the  expense  of  the  county  during  the  time  he  should 
be  restrained  from  receiving  or  using  wages  earned  by  him 
subsequent  to  the  date  x>f  the  order.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that 
the  meaning  of  the  section  referred  to,  is  that  the  order  shall 
only  forbid  the  transfer  or  other  disposition  of  such  property 
as  the  debtor  has  when  it  is  made. 

My  conclusion  tha-efote  is,  that  the  defendant  has  not  dis- 
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obeyed  the  order  served  ou  him,  and  that  the  motion  to  re- 
quire him  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  punished  as  for 
a  contempt  under  section  802  of  the  Code,  for  disobeying  the 
order,  must  be  denied  with  $10  costs. 


SUPEMOE  COUST. 
William  Ohaine  agt.  Lewis  O.  Wilson. 

Pour  othibr  causes  op  different  plaintiffs  agt  Saice 
Defendant. 

JMachmenJta  against  the  defendant  as  a  non-resident  debtor  in  these  soitsirero 
■aed  out  respectively  on  the  13th  day  of  April,  the  22d  day  of  May,  the  4th 
day  of  June,  the  18th  day  of  June,  and  the  Ist  day  of  July,  1858. 

ne  defendant  claimed  and  insisted  that  he  was  not  a  non-re$ideni,  but  a  resident 
of  the  city  of  New- York.  The  facta  as  found  by  the  court,  are  fully  set  forth 
in  the  case,  and  are  condensed  into  the  five  propositions  stated  at  the  oommenoe- 
ment  of  the  opinion  of  the  court ;  it  is  considered  unnecessary  to  repeat  them 
here. 

BMt  that  the  defendant's  domicil  for  the  purpose  of  succession,  testacy  or  intes- 
tacy, liability  to  taxation  and  enjoyment  of  the  privilege  of  voting,  continued 
through  the  whole  disputed  period,  and  was  at  the  date  of  each  of  the  attach- 
ments, in  Norwalk,  Connecticut  He  must  be  considered  as  a  mere  sojourner 
in  the  city  of  New- York,  with  no  intention  of  remaining  there  fixedly,  but  with 
an  intention  in  all  the  vicissitudes  of  his  business  and  of  life,  of  permanently 
resting  at  Norwalk. 

{fh»  case  of  Lee  agt  Stanley^  9  How.  2*72,  arid  HoughUm  agt  AvU,  anJte,  page  78, 
>Wly  approved.  Without  indulging  in  any  mere  flmoy  or  vanity  in  reference  to 
the  present  opinion,  it  is  with  a  good  degree  of  professional  pride  that  it  is  pub- 
lished and  presented  to  the  profession,  as  one  of  eminent  learning,  abili^  and 
strength.  And  it  also  reflects  a  corresponding  degree  of  ability  and  force  to  the 
arguments  of  the  distinguished  counsel  engaged  in  the  casa — [Rbpobteb.) 

Special  Term,  September^  1858. 

Motion  to  discharge  attachment  in  these  suits  against  the 
property  of  the  defendant  Wilson,  as  a  non-resident 

J.  T.  Brady, /or  <A<2  motion. 

J.  W  Edmonds  and  D.  D.  Field,  in  opposition. 
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Facta  found  by  the  court, 
On  appeal  November  27th,  1858. 

The  defendant  admits  lie  was  a  resident  of  Norwalk,  where 
he  resided  when  he  retired  from  business  in  New- York,  and 
fixes  his  resolution  to  become  a  permanent  resindent  of  New- 
York,  to  be  in  1856.  When  he  went  to  Norwalk,  he  went  to 
reside  on  a  farm  belonging  to  his  wife. 

In  August,  1856,  he  conveyed  all  the  real  estate  and  per- 
flonal  property  which  he  owned  in  Norwalk,  to  his  son  Oliver. 
Oliver  took  possession  of  such  property,  "  and  the  farm  afore- 
said;^^ referring,  it  must  be  assumed,  to  his  wife's  £u:m,  '^  and 
whai  had  been  the  homestead,  and  has  continued  to  hold  and  own 
them."  How  Oliver  could  own  the  fiam  of  the  wife  is  not 
made  to  appear.  The  homestead  may  be  supposed  to  have 
been  his  own  real  estate^  as  he  says  his  &mily  lived  there  at 
the  time  of  the  transfer. 

His  wife  and  youngest  boy  have  been  for  long  periods  up 
to  the  present  time  in  the  house  of  his  son  Oliver.  Not  the 
slightest  explanation  is  given  as  to  what  became  of  his  wife's 
&rm.  The  proof  may  be  considered  first  as  to  his  declarations 
and  statements  apart  from  his  acts.  Of  course  the  acts  of  a 
party  are  far  surer  disclosures  of  his  intent  than  his  dedara- 
tions.  Yet  declarations  accompanied  with  or  followed  by  acts 
consistent  with  them,  may  well  be  admitted,  and  are  entitled 
to  influence. 

His  resolution,  his  opinion,  his  intent,  as  now  sworn  to, 
can  be  of  no  avail.  No  declarations  are  stated  to  have  been 
made  until  the  fall  of  1857,  when  his  embarrassments  caused 
his  friends  and  derk  to  suggest  the  uncertainty  of  his  being  a 
resident  Then  he  declared  that  no  difficulty  could  arise,  as 
he  was  a  resident  of  the  state.  A  statement  under  such  cir- 
cumstances can  be  of  little  moment. 

Next,  as  to  his  acts :  He  fixes  the  period  of  his  change  of  his 
residence  (by  a  resolution  to  change  it)  in  1856,  and  by  the  con- 
veyance to  his  son  Oliver,  which  was  made  in  August  of  that 
year.  What  did  he  do  ?  He  says,  ''  that  he  had  a  room  and 
was  a  permanent  boarder  at  the  ABtor  House,  for  a  long  time 
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prior  to  the  fall  of  1857/-  dpeDding  most  of  bis  time  in  the  ci^, 
going  to  Korwalk  on  Saturday  and  lettmdag  on  Mtaday,  soicie- 
ttmeft  also  on  WedneBdays. 

Ilallett  (folio  106)  states,  ''  that  Wilson  was  in  the  habit 
of  coming  to  the  Astor  House  frequently  in  1857,  up  to  ibi 
jnonth  of  October,  and  remaining  there  during  the  busineas 
season  of  the  year,  several  months  at  a  time,  at  other  timeeTiioi 
in  the  business  season,  a  day  or  two,  or  a  week.  When  there  for 
several  months,  he  was  in  the  habit  of  going  away  frequentlji 
as  deponent  understood,  to  Ko^rwalk.  He  never  had  mott 
than  one  room,  and  that  an  ordinary  bedroom.  In  the  busy 
season,  he  would  iietam  this  foir  «ome  time ;  at  other  times  h% 
would  have  no  regular  room,  but  was  assigned  some  room  that 
was  vacant  when  he  arrived.  IBia  family  was  not  with  him 
at  the  Astor  House.  He  had  very  little  baggage  at  the  hote^ 
but  usually  a  carpet  bag."    {Banta  and  Jones^  foL  97.) 

I  think  it  is  the  clearest  of  propositions,  that  dpwn  to  the  &11 
<df  lo67,  fixed  at  October,  Wilson  was  a  resident  of  Norwalk 
In  October,  1857,  he  takes  two  rooms  in  the  St.  Nicholas  Hotels 
and  brings  his  wife  and  child  there ;  and  occupied  them  fix»& 
Oetofoer  to  about  the  22dof  January,  1868.  His  wifeaad 
child  then  went  to  Korwalk  to  the  house  of  the  son  Oliver,  his 
grantee  of  1856.  The  child  had  been  taken  sick,  and  was  le- 
tnoved  by  advice  of  physicians. 

It  was  the  advice  of  his  clerk  and  others,  which  induced  him 
to  remove  his  femily  to  New-York.  And  then  in  the  fall  of 
1867,  the  conveyance  to  his  son  is  recorded.  And  in  Novem- 
ber, he  voted  in  New-York.  He  followed  his  wife  and  child, 
to  Norwalk  in  January,  1858,  and  when  he  left  in  January, 
he  vacated  and  gave  up  die  apartments  he  had  so  occupied 
with  his  family,  and  has  not  since  had  any  permanent  aparfc> 
ment  in  such  hotel."    {McdleU,  folio  110.) 

He  says  that  he  left  some  personal  property  there.  He  does 
not  specify  what  it  was.  No  one  from  the  St.  Nicholas  corro- 
borates this.  Consistently  with  Mallett's  evidence,  it  must 
have  been  trifling.  He  remained  at  Norwalk,  undoubtedly  so 
ill  as  to  be  uuable,  or  that  it  would  have  been  imprudent  to 
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•move,  until  May,  1858.  Hie  wife  and  child  spent  from  Maidi 
22d,  to  March  80th,  at  the  St  Nicholas,  and  ihen  thej  went 
'back  to  Connecticut.    {Ooleman^  80.) 

He  says  that  since  the  latter  part  of  May,  he  lias  been  resid- 
ing at  the  said  St  Nicholas  Hotel,  visiting  his  wife  and  child 
at  Norwalk  occasionally,  and  having  recently  (before  July 
80th,  1858)  passed  some  time  at  Saratoga  Springs,  for  his 
health.  Mallett  states,  (111,)  that,  ''at  the  ftnes  when  said 
Wilson  has  since  been  at  such  hotel,  (since  he  gave  up  his 
Apartonents  in  January,)  he  has  been  assigned  to  some  vacant 
.Tooms,  which  he  has  been  chaiged  and  has  paid  for  only  dur- 
ing such  time  as  he  occupied  them,  in  theisame  manner  as 
.other  guests  temporarily  visiting  the  hoteL" 

When  Wilson  left  in  January,  he  expressed  to  his  derk  the 
intention  to  return  in  two  or  three  weeks.  The  house  had  Bt 
•that  time  suspended  business.  He  conversed  with  friends,  and 
made  several  efforts  to  get  eligible  property  in  New- York,  to 
.be  owned  for  a  permanent  residenca  The  attachments  were 
issued  from  the  18th  of  April,  to  the  1st  of  July,  1858. 

I  may  add,  that  I  am  satisfied  the  dwelling  at  Norwalk  con* 
^eyed  to  the  son,  was  at  all  times  afterwards  as  fully  the  home 
of  Wilson  and  his  &mily  as  it  was  before,  as  readily  open  to 
^em,  and  almost  us  much  used  by  iihem.  Therefore  the  ques- 
tions on  these  &ct8  is  narrowed  down  to  twa  Did  the  dwell- 
ing at  the  St.  Nicholas,  from  October  to  January,  give  the  de- 
fendant a  new  residence  in  New- York?  If  it  did,  was  it  not 
tibandoned,  and  the  old  resumed  at  the  period  of  the  attach- 
ments ? 

I  cannot  conclude  that  so  broken,  interrupted,  flitting  dwell- 
ing in  New- York  as  we  find  here,  from  October  1857,  to 
April  1858,  worked  a  change  of  a  residence  so  <5lcarly  and  le- 
jgally  fixed  at  Norwalk,  at  the  first  period. 

The  motion  was  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  Hoffman,  at4^>e- 
cial  term,  who  delivered  the  opinion  which  follows.  Upon 
appeal,  his  order  was  affirmed  by  the  general  term.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Woodruff  stated  the  decision  in  Barry  agt.  Bodcover^  (6 
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AhboU^  874,)  and  entered  into  a  full  analysis  of  the  various  affi* 
davits.  He  concluded  that  the  judge  at  special  term  had  found 
as  matter  of  fact,  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  resident  of  New- 
York  at  the  times  of  suing  out  the  attachments,  and  that  the 
judges  sitting  in  review  of  his  conclusion,  at  least  could  not 
say  that  his  verdict  was  not  supported  by  evidence. 

Hoffman,  %ustice.  First  The  domicil  and  residence  of 
the  defendant  in  Korwalk,  Connecticut,  down  to  August,  1856, 
must  be  conceded,  I  think,  upon  the  defendant's  own  papers ; 
and  I  feel  justified  in  concluding,  that  it  subsisted  until  the 
tall  of  1857,  when  the  deed  to  his  son  was  recorded.  He  voted 
in  Norwalk  at  the  presidential  election  of  November,  1856. 
He  is  retained  upon  the  tax  list  of  that  town,  and  on  the  list 
of  persons  subject  to  a  poll  tax,  for  even  the  year  1858. 

Second  During  much  of  the  year  1857,  and  down  to  Octo- 
ber of  that  year,  he  occupied  a  room  at  the  Astor  House,  with- 
out any  part  of  his  femily,  and  frequently  visited  Norwalk. 
There  his  femily  dwelt  during  that  period. 

Third.  In  October,  1857,  he  took  rooms  at  the  St  Nicholas 
Hotel,  and  occupied  the  same  with  his  wife  and  one  child. 
There  he  remained  until  January,  1858,  when  he  vacated  the 
rooms  and  went  to  Norwalk.  In  March,  his  wife  and  child  re- 
turned, and  spent  a  few  days  at  the  St  Nicholas.  His  sick- 
ness which  began  in  January,  ceased  in  April,  so  iar  as  that 
the  physicians  were  discharged ;  and  upon  his  own  affidavit 
ended  the  latter  part  of  May.  We  have  no  evidence  of  a  resi- 
dence for  a  day  in  New- York,  during  April  or  until  the  latter 
part  of  May,  when  he  took  a  room,  with  occasional  visits  to 
Norwalk,  and  a  visit  to  Saratoga  for  his  health. 

Fourth.  When  he  lefk  the  St  Nicholas  Hotel  in  January, 
his  rooms  were  absolutely  given  up»  When  his  wife  returned 
for  a  few  days  in  March,  she  occupied  a  room  like  other  tran- 
sient guests,  and  the  same  was  the  case  when  he  returned  at 
the  end  of  May.  His  statement  as  to  leaving  some  articles  at 
the  hotel  is  much  too  vague  to  form  a  ground  of  decision. 
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They  must  have  been  trifling ;  the  clerks  have  not  been  called 
upon  to  corroborate  the  statement. 

Fijih.  The  advice  which  Hendricks  gave  the  defendant)  in 
the  fall  of  1857,  to  remove  his  family  to  New* York,  was  given 
and  acted  upon  expressly  from  the  apprehension  that  his  then 
residence  was  in  Norwalk,  or  might  be  so  considered.  The 
removal  was  to  effect  the  object  of  avoiding  the  attachment 
laws  if  possible,  not  with  a  full  intention  to  fix  himself  perma- 
nently in  New- York.  He  voted  in  New-York  at  the  last  elec- 
tion for  mayor. 

The  attachments  in  these  suits  were  sued  out  respectively  on 
the  13th  day  of  April,  the  22d  day  of  May,  the  4th  day  of 
June,  the  18th  day  of  June  and  the  1st  day  of  July,  1858. 

These  &ct8  present  two  striking  points : 

First  Of  a  clear  case  of  domidl  and  residence  at  Norwalk 
down  to  the  fall  of  1857 ;  and  next^  that  at  the  time  of  issuing 
two  of  the  attachments,  there  was  no  actual  residence  in  this 
city,  and  had  not  been  for  about  four  months,  but  an  actual 
residence  in  Norwalk,  without  the  least  connection  with  a  re- 
sidence in  New- York  by  ownership  o^  or  hiring  a  house,  or 
even  a  room  within  it. 

The  character  of  the  residence,  from  October,  1857,  to  Jan- 
uary, 1858,  may  perhaps  present  a  very  different  case  from 
that  which  will  arise  upon  the  facts  subsequently,  and  might 
have  exempted  the  defendant  from  the  provisions  of  the  attach- 
ment law.  But  firom  January  to  the  end  of  May,  he  had  en* 
tirely  detached  himself  from  every  semblance  of  residence  in 
New- York,  and  had  resumed  his  former  domicil  and  dwelling, 
A  more  difficult  question  may  be  in  relation  to  the  other  three 
attachments  sued  out,  when  he  was  in  the  actual  occupation  of 
a  room  in  the  hotel,  had  been  so  for  over  a  month,  and  con- 
tinued so  for  some  time  afterwards,  with  occasional  absences. 

It  is  to  my  mind  clear,  that  his  domicil,  for  the  purposes  of 
succession,  testacy  or  intestacy,  liability  to  taxation  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  privilege  of  voting,  continued  through  the  whole 
period,  and  was,  at  the  date  of  each  of  the  attachments,  in 
Norwalk. 
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Tbe  Opinion  ol  the  master  of  the  toIIb  in  SommermUe  agt  >Sbm* 
mervilky  (5  Vesey  R.  786,)  is  as  sure  a  guide  npon  this  questiaKi 
as  can  be  found. 

The  domicil  established  upon  the  facts  in  the  present  case, 
is  like  the  domicil  of  origin  constituted  there,  "  and  it  is  to 
prevail  until  the  party  has  not  only  acquired  another,  but  has 
manifested  and  carried  into  eicecution  an  intention  of  aban- 
doning his  fi)rmer  domicil|  and  taking  another  as  his  sole 
domicil." 

So,  Lord  Cottenham  says,  in  Munro  agt  Munro^  (7  Clark 
A  Fin.  Bep.  77 :)  "  To  effect  the  abandonment  of  the  domicil  of 
origin  and  substitute  another  in  its  place,  is  required  h  concowrs 
de  la  voionte  et  du /ait^-<mtmo  et  facto;  that  is,  the  choice  of  a 
place,  actual  residence  in  the  place  then  chosen,  and  that  it 
should  be  the  principal  and  permanent  residence." 

The  case  of  SfymervtUe  agt.  Anderson^  (22  JBnff.  Law  &  Bq. 
Bep*  614,  and  b^dre  the  Privy  QmncH,  29  id.  69,)  applied  the 
same  rules  to  a. domicil  of  dioioe,  as  are  applicable  to  one  of 
origin.  The  party  had  lost  his  origin  of  birth  by  residence  in 
England,  with  intention  to  abide  there ;  and  was  held  to  have 
lost  the  latter  domicil  from  a  residence  in  France,  keeping 
house  for  thirteen  years  there,  with  only  occasional  absences, 
and  to  have  acquired  one  in  Prance.  He  broke  up  entirely 
his  English  estabJisbment  upon  removing  to  France. 

In  Euin8  agt.  Smith,  (14  Howard  U.  S.  S.  C.  Bep.  400,  Cur- 
tis  ed,  vol  20,  p.  252,)  Justice  Wayke,  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  eourt,  says :  "  It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  rule  under 
which  every  instance  of  residence  could  be  brought  which  may 
make  a  domicil  of  choice.  But  there  must  be  to  constitute  it, 
actual  residence  within  the  place,  with  the  intention  that  it  is 
to  be  a  principal  and  permanent  residence." 

And  we  find  it  laid  down  that  the  domicil  of  a  married  man 
is  the  place  of  his  family's  habitual  dwelling,  although  he  may 
be  conducting  business  elsewhere.  {PhiUimore  on  Domidl, 
§  209,  Ac. ;  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  p.  57 ;  CaUin  agt  Oladdinq, 
4  Mason^s  Bep ;  see  also  the  elaborate  opinion  of  Surrogate  Brad- 
ford, in  Isham  agt  Oebbins,  1  Bradford's  Bep.) 
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It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  domicil  may  exist  indepe»denti7) 
of  habitation,  \Lsing  that  term  as  denoting  merely  aotnal  abid- 
ipg  within  a  place.  But  contemplated  habitation  or  rdbabita-. 
tion  is  also  an  element  in  the  legal  idea  of  domicil  when  actual 
habitation  does  not  exist.  The  dwelling  in  one'plaoe,  which  is 
thus  consistent  with  a  continued  domicil  in  another,  is  under 
qertain  circumstances  called  a  commercial  domicil,  the  resi- 
dence negoiiorum  raiione,  of  the  civil  law.  {Voei  on  the  Pcm- 
decis,  B.  5,  Tit.  1,  §  98 ;  Drake  on  AUachmmis,  %  67.) 

In  Payne  agt.  Taylor^  {10th  Louisiana  Hep.  726,)  the  suifc 
was  oommeneed  by  attachment  of  the  property  of  David  Tay- 
lor, as  a  resident  of  Massachusetts.  He  had  for  several  yearsr 
before  been  dwelling  in  New-Orleans,  and  doing  commercial 
business  there  under  the  name  of  D.  Taylor  &  Co.  In  support. 
oi  a  motion  to  discharge  an  attachment^  it  was  urged  that  hi9) 
long  commercial  domicil  made  him  a  resident  of  New-Orleans, 
where  he  could  always  be  served  with  process.  But  the  monr 
tion  was  denied.  The  phrase  in  the  Code  of  Louisiana:,  id) 
iicarly  the  same  as  in  our  own.  {See  also  Bryan  agt  Diaareej  1 
Miiriin^s  Louisiana  JRep,  412,  new  series,) 

Jajckson  agt.  Perry ^  (13  Bal,  Mon.  211,)  is  a  valuable  case  to 
the  point,  that  the  ability  to  servo  process  upon  a  party  from 
finding  him  within  the  state  is  not  the  basis  of  an  attachment 
law  against  the  property  of  non-residents.  It  must  be  admitted^ 
that  several  cases  have  countenanced  the  doctrine,  that  under 
the  attachment  law  before  the  Code,  the  question  depends  upon 
tiie  fact  of  a  mere  abiding  in  a  place  for  some  continuance  of 
timci  wholly  irrespective  of  the  true  domicil.  {In  the  maiier 
of  Thompson^  1  Wend.  R.  45  ;  Haggart  agt  Morgan^  4  SandJ. 
Hep.  198,  and  1  Selden  R  422 ;  BarileU  agt  The  Oily  of  New- 
York,  5  Sand.  R.  46.)  A  very  able,  and  to  my  mind  satisfec- 
tory  view  of  the  cases,  is  to  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  Justice 
James,  in  Houghton  agt  Aulty  (16  Howard  R.  78.) 

That  examination  is,  I  think,  sufficient  to  show  that  those 
oases,  (even  that  of  Haggart  agt.  Morgan^  in  the  court  of  ap- 
peals,) as  it  did  not  control  the  case  before  the  learned  judge, 
oould  not  govern  the  present  one.    Still  the  la^mentioned 
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case,  althongli  the  decision  was  upon  the  ground  of  Ihe  exe- 
cution of  the  bond  having  concluded  the  party,  may,  perhaps, 
be  treated  as  deciding  that  an  absence  of  three  years  from  an 
acknowledged  domicil,  and  dwelling  for  that  period  in  another 
place  for  business  purposes,  makes  the  party  a  non-resident  of 
the  first  place  within  the  statute. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  contest  the  truth  of  the  converse  of 
this  decision,  and  to  avoid  holding,  that  if  a  party  was  dwell- 
ing habitually  in  New- York,  for  the  same  period  and  solely 
for  business  purposes,  he  would  be  deemed  a  resident  of  New- 
York,  although  his  domicil  was  clearly  elsewhere.  But  the 
principle  of  these  cases  opens  the  question  of  the  nature,  ob- 
ject and  duration  of  absence  or  dwelling  which  is  to  control 
each  particular  case.  It  would  not  be  pretended  that  the 
dwelling  for  a  week  for  a  special  purpose  in  New- York  made 
a  party  a  resident,  whose  fixed  habitation,  or  domicil  was  else- 
where. So  we  perceive  that  if  the  dojnicil  does  not  supply  a 
decisive  rule,  neither  does  the  mere  abiding  within  the  place 
at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  writ,  famish  it ;  and  thus 
each  case  must  be  left  to  the  operation  of  all  the  rules  usually 
applied  to  determine  similar  questions. 

When  this  is  conceded,  then  the  case  is  open  to  the  import- 
ant consideration  urged  by  Mr.  Justice  James,  that  the  attach- 
ment under  the  Code  differs  firom  that  under  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, in  this,  that  it  is  not  a  process  for  the  commencement  of 
an  action,  but  is  an  arrest  of  the  party's  property  in  the  nature 
of  bail,  for  the  payment  of  such  judgment  as  he  may  obtain ; 
that  the  statute  was  intended  to  give  a  remedy  to  creditors, 
whose  debtors  being  absent  could  not  be  served  with  process, 
though  domiciled  within  the  state.  The  case  of  Houghlcn  agt 
AuU,  decided  at  special  term  by  Justice  James,  was  affirmed 
at  general  term  of  the  4th  district.  The  facts  were  these  :  The 
defendant,  a  foreigner,  had  a  family  residing  in  Portsmouth, 
Canada,  and  there  owned  a  ship  yard.  He  leased  a  marine 
railway  at  Ogdensburgh,  in  July.  1856,  began  business  there 
and  carried  it  on  until  the  issuing  of  an  attachment  in  Decem- 
ber, 1857.    During  this  period  he  was  most  of  the  time  at  Og* 
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densburgh,  his  £unily  keeping  house  in  Portsmouth.  He  conr 
tinued  to  do  work  also  at  the  latter  place,  where  he  had  psop- 
erty  to  a  considerable  amount 

It  was  held,  that  his  legal  residence  was  in  Canada,  and  a 
motion  to  discharge  an  attachment  which  had  been  issued  was 
denied.  The  case  of  Xee  agt.  Stanley,  (9  H(yw.  Pr.  B.  272,)  is 
Teferred  to  by  the  learned  judge,  and  approved.  There,  the 
defendant  kept  a  house  in  Bradford,  New-Hampshire,  where 
his  wife  and  family  resided,  in  which  be  entertained  his  friesdsi 
and  was  called  by  him  his  home.  He  had  a  store  of  goods 
and  was  doing  business  in  Franklin  county  in  this  state.  .He 
appeared  to  have  divided  his  time  about  equally  between  those 
two  and  a  third  place ;  an  attachment  was  sustained  by  Judge 
Cleree.  He  adopted  the  rule  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Paige,  in 
Crawford  agt  Wilson,  (4  Barhow^a  i2.  504,)  that  the  terms 
legal  residence,  inhabiting,  and  domicile  mean  the  same  things 
with  few  exceptions,,  and  that  the  domicil  in  New-Hampshire 
remained  unchanged. 

Barry  agt.  Bockover,  (6  Abbotts  Beports,  874^  April  term^ 
1858,)  was  before  this  court  at  general  term.  The  question 
arose  upon  the  following  facts,  on  a  motion  to  discharge  an  at- 
tachment. The  defendant  was  one  of  a  firm  doing  business  in 
New-York  since  January,  1854.  He  spent  the  whole  of  every 
business  day  in  New-York,  with  the  exception  of  occasional 
absences  from  ackness,  or  absence  on  business  of  the  firm. 
All  his  working  capital  was  invested  in  New- York,  where  his 
individual  bank  account  as  well  as  that  of  his  firm  was  kept 
He  had  spent  eight  hours  of  every  business  day  in  the  city. 
Process  could  always  have  been  served  upon  him,  and  was  ac- 
tually served  at  his  store.  His  family,  however,  resided  in 
Jersey  City,  in  a  house  hired  by  him,  and  he  slept  there  every 
night,  with  occasional  absences,  and  remained  there  regularly 
fix)m  Saturday  night  to  Monday  morning.  He  owned  no  real 
estate  in  Jersey  City.  It  was  held  that  he  was  a  non-reffldenti 
and  an  attachment  was  sustained  by  the  court 

These  cases  appear  to  me  to  have  restored  the  criterion  of 
domicil  to  a  strong,  if  not  controlling  influence  upon  these 
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questions  under  the  Code.  Indeed,  they  decide  little  more 
than  is  contained  in  the  early  case  of  FUssgerald^  (2  Chines^  818.) 
The  law  of  domicil  has  sprung  firom  the  Civil  Code,  and  we 
may  with  advantage  resort  to  the  exposition  of  that  law  upon 
the  subject.  The  statement  of  its  rule  generally  found  in  trea- 
tise and  decisions  is,  vhi  quia  hrem  ac  Jbrtunarum  sitarum  sum- 
mam  constituit  The  residue  of  the  passage  is,  Unde  rursus 
fian  sit  discessurus  si  nihil  avocet;  unde  cum  profecius  est,  pere- 
grinari  videtur,  quo  st  rediit,  peregrinari  jam  desiitit,  {Domat^ 
vol  2,  p.  484.) 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  larem  in  this  definition  ? 
Lord  RossLTN  in  the  Douglass  case^  {see  5  Vesey  Rep.  758,)  ad- 
verts to  an  expression  in  one  of  the  letters  in  evidence  that  the 
writer  did  not  mean  to  set  up  his  tabernacle  in  Scotland,  and 
speaks  of  this  phrase  as  a  fidr  interpretation  of  the  word  larem. 
If  we  look  to  its  signification  in  writers  of  acknowledged  au- 
thority,  it  will  be  found  to  designate,  either  the  tutelary  deity 
of  the  hearth,  or  the  only  home  of  the  family.[l] 

In  either  sense,  Norwalk  constituted  the  larem  of  the  de* 
fendant.  So  all  that  we  can  gather  fix>m  the  papers  before 
us,  as  to  the  mass  of  his  fortune,  {summam  fortunarum^)  indi- 
cates the  possession  of  a  homestead  in  Norwalk,  while  his 
floating  capital  was  in  New- York,  in  the  midst  of  agitation  and 
peril.  In  the  fall  of  1857,  "  his  commercial  embarrassments 
began,"  and  we  may  infer  from  the  result  that  such  capital 
was  inadequate  to  meet  his  debts.  Then  it  was  that  the  deed 
of  the  homestead  to  his  son  was  recorded,  and  then  the  advice 
to  remove  his  family  to  New-York  was  given  and  acted  upon. 
I  may  also  refer  to  the  comprehensive  statement  of  the  legal 

.  [1]  Dxi  petiates  meum  parenlum  /amiliaque  Lar  paler^  vobia  mando ;  meunipar' 
fihium  rem  bene  tU  tutemini;  ego  mihi^  aUos  deos  penaies,  peraequar^  alhtm  Larem. 
(PUhUus.)  Laribus  in  fbcOf  penatraUbus,  in  airio,  aui  iiUeriore  odium  parte  sacra 
flebanL  (Ibid.)  Ommttm  cediwn;  ac  famiHarum  dii  eraat]  wque  focus  pecuU- 
atrHer  saeer  erat    {FbreeUini  Lexicon  m  verbo.) 

JUos  binasj  out  amplius  domos  cowUnuars  nobis  larem  famHiarum  fttts^uam  uBmn 
§s$e,    {SaUusi.) 

The  doflnition  JDomictlium  in  tbe  Dictionary  of  ForoeBmi  et  cura  FacciolaH  i^ 
Domusy  JEdes^  Pom^BsHca  BabHaiic    (In  Verbo.) 
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meaning  of  the  term  in  an  eminent  French  author :  "  They  who 
have  no  intention  of  fixing  their  domicil  in  a  place,  but  are 
absent  somewhere  for  convenience,  necessity  or  business,  can- 
not by  any  lapse  of  time  create  a  domicil ;  neither  the  inten- 
tion without  the  fact  nor  the  fact  without  the  intention  is  suf* 
ficient  for  this."  {UArgefniie^  art  9,  §  4,  cited  by  PhilUmore 
dh  Domicilt  p,  11,  Law  Library^  vol  41.) 

I  do  not  think  that  this  subject  can  be  properly  treated  with- 
out adverting  to  the  important  decisions  in  admiralty  respect- 
ing the  residence  of  a  citizen  in  an  enemy's  country,  to  subject 
his  property  to  seizure  and  condemnation  in  time  of  war.  The 
authorities  before  Sir  William  Scott,  are  all  cited  and  com- 
mented upon  in  the  great  case  of  The  Venus,  (8  Crunch  R,  263,) 
in  the  opinions  of  Justice  Washington  and  Chief  Justice 
Marshall. 

It  is  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  the  governing  rule  was  ad- 
mitted to  be  the  removing  from  an  established  domicil,  with 
the  intention  of'making  a  permanent  settlement,  or  for  an  in- 
definite time  elsewhere.  With  such  an  intention  the  right  of 
the  domicil  might  be  acquired  upon  a  residence  of  even  a  few 
days.  It  was  admitted  in  the  case  that  the  claimants  had  ac- 
quired a  right  of  domicil  in  Great  Britain,  at  the  time  of  the 
breaking  out  of  the  war ;  and  thus  the  question  was,  what  was 
the  consequence  of  the  capture  of  such  a  person's  property  on 
the  high  seas? 

I  think  that  upon  the  application  of  the  lea<iing  prinoipks 
and  cases  I  have  thus  referred  to,  the  legal  conclusion  is,  that 
the  defendant  Wilson,  was  not  a  resident  of  New-York  at  the 
date  of  these  attachments.  Through  all  the  periods  of  his 
business  prosperity,  we  find  his  domestic  hearth  and  his  house- 
hold comforts  at  Norwalk — his  hopes  of  the  enjoyment  of  the 
fruits  of  his  labor  there  concentrated ;  in  adversity,  we  find 
that  he  turns  to  the  same  place  for  respite  and  repose.  It  is 
only  when  the  struggle  with  hostile  fortune  had  begun,  and 
the  apprehension  arose,  that  his  property  might  be  swept  away 
from  the  purposes  to  which  he  might  wish  to  destine  it,  that 
he  brought  his  family  to  reside  temporarily  in  New-York.    It 
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is  impossible,  I  think,  to  look  upon  him  as  more  than  a  scgoxir* 
ner  in  this  city,  with  no  intention  of  remaining  there  fixedly, 
bnt  with  an  intention  in  all  the  ricissitudes  of  his  business  and 
of  life,  of  permanently  Testing  at  Norwalk. 

The  motion  to  discharge  the  attachments  must  be  denied, 
with  $7  costs  in  each  case. 
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Gilchrist. 

The  plaintiflSi  claimed  afl  cofDmon  carrierB  to  reoover  of  the  defendant  a  certain 
sum  for  the  transportation  of  cattle  over  their  road.  Thej  relied  npon  their 
lien  upon  the  cattle  for  their  freight,  not  knowing  certainly  who  the  owner  was. 
The  defendant  agreed  to  become  responsible  for  the  freight  on  the  delirery  of 
the  cattle  to  a  third  person ;  thereupon  tlie  plaintifis  deliTered  them ;  and  the 
defendant  (being  a  butcher,  but  not  the  owner,)  sold  some  of  the  cattle  and  re- 
ceived the  proceeds,  out  of  which  he  retained  and  was  to  paj  by  express  agree- 
ment vs  ith  the  individual  in  whose  name  the  cattle  were  e^pped,  the  amount 
of  the  freight  claimed.  And  the  defendant  snbeequent  to  the  delivery  of  tho 
cattle  by  the  plainUSs,  prMoised  to  pay  them. 

Btid^  that  the  promise  of  the  defendant  did  not  come  within  the  statato  of  frauds, 
it  was  an  original  undertaking;  and  there  was  abundant  consideration,  both  of 
benefit  to  the  promissor  and  barm  to  the  promissee,  for  the  promise  by  the  do- 
fendcjit  to  the  plaintiff 

New  -  York  Oeneral  Tbrm^  September,  1858. 

Present^  Davies,  SUTHERLAND  and  HoGEBOOM,  Justices. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  the  sum  of  $786,  for  the 
transportation  of  certain  cattle  over  the  plaintiff's  road  from 
Punkirk  to  Bergen,  in  September,  1854.  The  defence  waa 
that  the  promise  to  pay  was  by  parol,  and  void  by  the  statute 
of  frauds.  The  trial  was  had  before  Justice  Pbabody,  with- 
out a  jury,  on  the  5th  of  March,  1857*  He  rendered  judgment 
for  the  defendant)  and  the  plaintifib  appeal  to  this  court.  The 
plaintiff  carried  the  cattle  over  their  road,  and  there  was  no 
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positive  eridence  that  they  knew  who  was  the  owner,  appar- 
entlj  relying  on  their  lien  as  common  carriers  for  their  protect 
tion.  When  the  catde  arrived  at  Bergen,  the  person  having 
them  in  charge,  wished  to  remove  tfaem  from  the  cars  without 
prepayment  of  freight^  which  bdng  refused,  the  defendant  af- 
ter a  conversation  with  such  person,  agreed  to  become  respon- 
sible  for  and  to  pay  the  freight  On  the  credit  of  which 
promise,  the  plaintiffs  delivered  them.  The  defendant  also 
subsequently  promised  to  pay.  One  Wing,  in  whose  name 
the  cattle  \;^ere  shipped,  testified  that  they  belonged  to  parties 
in  Ohio.  There  were  97  in  number,  of  which  27  were  sold  by 
the  defendant,  (who  seems  to  have  been  a  butcher  or  cattle 
dealer  in  New- York,)  and  he  received  the  proceeds  thereof,  out 
of  which  he  retained  by  express  agreement  with  Wing,  the 
amount  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action,  for*  the  purpose 
of  paying  the  freight  and  under  an  agreement  that  be  would 
•  do  so.  Having  &Qed  to  do  so,  this  action  was  brought  against 
him  to  recover  the  amount 

Mr.  EATOlf,  for  plaintiffs. 
A.  L.  PiNNEY,  y&rdg/indant. 

By  the  court  — HoaEBOOM,  Justioa  There  can  be  nodcmbt 
of  the  result  to  which  considerations  of  justice  and  equity  be- 
tween the  parties  would  lead  us  in  this  case,  and  I  think  it  can 
be  reached  without  violence  to  the  statute  of  frauds,  or  to  any 
authoritative  adjudications  upon  its  provisiona 

1.  I  regard  it  as  a  feir  inference  from  all  the  evidence,  and 
one  which  for  purposes  of  justice  we  ought  to  adopt,  that  the 
defendant  was  either  interested  in  the  ciU^tle  as  part  owner  or 
consignee,  or  in  the  profits  expected  to  be  realized  from  their 
sale.  In  either  event,  he  had  a  suflBlcient  motive  for  his  con- 
duct, and  a  pecuniary  interest  in  procuring  a  discharge  o£  the 
plaintiff's  lien.  There  was,  therefore,  an  abundant  considera- 
tion both  of  benefit  to  the  promissor,  and  harm  to  the  prom- 
issee,  for  the  promise  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  which 
induced  the  practical  surrender  of  tiieir  lien.    {Leonard  agt 
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Vredenburghj  8  Johns.  31 ;  Farley  agt.  Ckvdandj  4  Oow.  428 ; 
2  Parsons  on  CojitraciSj  806.) 

2.  Again ;  I  regard  the  transaction  as  an  original  one  be* 
tween  the  parties,  and  not  a  collateral  undertaking  to  answer 
for  the  debt  of  another.  The  plaintiffs  relied  upon  the  prop- 
erty for  their  security.  If  they  had  a  debtor  they  did  not 
know  who  he  was.  The  defendant  or  a  third  person,  wanted 
to  get  the  property.  It  was  delivered  upon  the  defendant's 
order  at  his  request  and  upon  his  promise.  It  matters  not 
whether  it  went  immediately  into  his  own  hands  or  the  hands 
of  another.  It  was  practically  a  delivery  to  him.  Such  third 
person  must  be  regarded  as  his  agent  to  receive  it.  {Elwood 
agt.  Moak,  5  Wend.  285 ;   Wyman  agt.  Srailh,  2  Sand.  881.) 

8.  Again  *  the  defendant  is  subsequently  found  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  property  or  a  considerable  portion  of  it,  and 
making  sale  of  it.  His  title  to  it  or  to  its  possession  may  pos> 
;nb1y  have  been  acquired  subsequent  to  the  removal  of  the  • 
cattle  from  the  cars,  but  it  is  a  more  probable  presumption  that 
it  was  previous.  He  has  in  his  own  hands  the  proceeds  of 
sale,  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  satisfying  this  debt,  and 
of  discharging  what  was,  I  think,  as  to  him  a  primary  and 
original  liability.  The  receipt  of  the  money  for  the  purpose 
indicated,  is  regarded  by  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause 
in  the  court  below,  as  sufficient  to  have  turned  the  scale  in  &- 
vor  of  the  plaintiflfe,  provided  the  pleadings  had  been  so  framed 
as  to  present  such  a  cause  of  action.  But  the  question  at  the 
trial  did  not  turn  on  the  pleadings ;  no  objection  was  made  to 
the  testimony  ;  nor  to  the  form  of  the  complaint.  If  there  had 
been,  the  defect,  if  any  existed,  would  doubtless  have  been 
remedied  on  the  spot.  The  cause  was  tried  on  its  merits,  and 
should  be  so  decided.  Technical  objections  to  defeat  justice 
should  not  be  encouraged,  and  should  never  be  listened  to^ 
unless  promptly  made  and  distinctly  presented. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  should  be 
reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  matter  of  Hekby  Smith,  an  alleged  habitual  drunkard. 

llie  8th  subdiyision  of  §  30  of  the  Code,  when  read  in  oonnection  with  the  11th 
subdivision  thereof,  and  with  the  3d  section  of  2  Revised  Statutes  62,  title  2, 
(which  is  not  repealed  by  the  Code,)  must  be  held  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon 
county  courts,  respecting  JiahihuEl  drunkards^  ofdy  when  the  property  of  the 
drunlcard  amounts  to  less  than  $260. 

Tborefore,  where  the  county  court  of  Broome  county  entertained  procoedmgs  on 
petition  of  overseers  of  the  poor,  agahist  an  habitual  drunkard,  whose  propeEty 
amounted  to  over  $4,000,  and  its  decision  was  appealed  from  to  this  court; 
ffdd^  that  the  county  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings ;  and  the 
decisioa  of  that  court  therein  was  subject  to  review  by  this  court  upon  app«^ 
in  the  same  manner  that  decisions  of  courts  of  common  pleas  were  reviewed 
on  appeal  by  the  late  court  of  chancery.  Proceeding  of  county  court  revened  •>* 
with  oasts. 

Cortland  General  Term,  November,  1858, 

Present,  Gray,  Mason,  Balcom  and  Campbell,  Justices. 

Proceedings  were  instituted  in  the  Broome  county  court, 
by  Thomas  Gary,  as  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  town  of  Nan- 
ticoke,  to  have  Henry  Smith  declared  an  habitual  drunkard, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  a  committee  of  his  person  and  es- 
tate. An  inquisition  was  taken  and  returned  to  the  county, 
court,  finding  Smith  to  be  a];t  habitual  drunkard,  and  incapable 
of  conducting  his  own  affairs. 

The  petition  of  the  overseer  of  the  poor  upon  which  the  pro- 
ceedings were  founded,  and  the  inquisition,  both  showed  that 
Smith  had  property  situated  in  the  county  of  Broome,  of  the 
value  of  about  four  thousand  dollars.  Upon  the  return  of  the 
inquisition  to  the  county  court,  counsel  for  Smith  opposed  the 
confirmation  of  the  same,  on  the  ground  that  that  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  proceedings.  First.  Because 
the  amount  of  property  belonging  to  Smith,  as  appeared  in 
the  proceedings,  exceeded  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars ;  and 
secondly.  Because,  the  petition  of  the  overseer  of  the  poor,  on 
which  the  commission  was  issued,  by  virtue  of  which  the  in- 
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quisition  was  made,  did  not  state  fects  sufficient  to  give  juris- 
diction ;  and  because  sufficient  facts  and  circumstances  were 
not  shown  by  affidavits  or  otherwise,  ix>  warrant  the  issuing  of 
the  commission.  And  upon  those  grounds,  Smith's  counsel 
asked  the  county  court  to  dismiss  the  pixxjeedings.  But  that 
court  refused  to  do  so,  and  held  that  it  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
proceedings,  and  would  entertain  and  proceed  with  the  same. 
Smith  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the  county  court  to  this 
court.  He  served  notice  of  his  appeal  on  the  county  judge  of 
Broome  county,  and  filed  his  petition  of  appeal  to  this  court, 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  that  county,  in  which  petition  he 
made  the  overseer  of  the  poor  respondent.  The  overseer  filed 
his  answer  to  such  petition,  in  the  same  clerk's  office ;  and  the 
case  has  been  argued  upon  the  notice  of  appeal,  petition  of  ap- 
peal, answer  of  the  overseer  of  the  poor  thereto,  and  the  return 
of  the  county  judge  and  county  court,  to  the  notice  of  appeal. 

McDowell  &  Edwards, />r  the  overseer. 
G.  L.  Sessions, /or  SmitJi. 

By  the  court — Balcom,  Justice.  An  objection  has  been 
made  on  the  part  of  the  overseer  of  the  poor,  that  the  appeal 
to  this  court  in  these  proceedings  is  unauthorized  and  cannot 
be  sustained.  It  was  made  the  duty  of  overseers  of  the  poor, 
\>j  the  Eevised  Statutes,  to  make  application  to  the  court  of 
chancery  for  the  exercise  of  its  powers  and  jurisdiction  over 
the  persons  and  estates  of  habitual  drunkards,  when  they  have 
property  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  (2 
iZ.  S.  52,  iiile  2,  §  2.)  And  it  was  further  provided  by  section 
three  of  the  same  title  of  such  statutes,  "  if  such  drunkard  have 
property  to  an  amount  less  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
the  overseers  may  make  such  application  to  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  of  the  county ;  which  is  hereby  vested  with  the 
same  powers  in  relation  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  such 
drunkard,  as  are  by  this  title  conferred  on  the  court  of  chan- 
cery, and  shall  in  all  respects  proceed  in  the  like  manner,  sub- 
ject to  an  appeal  to  the  court  ofdmncery.^^  {See  1  Barb.  Ch.  Pr. 
440.) 
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The  court  of  chancery  and  courts  of  common  pleas,  were 
abolished  by  the  constitution  of  1846.  County  courts  were 
substituted  for  the  common  pleas,  and  this  court  was  clothed 
with  all  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery. 
The  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  this  court  and  of  county  courts 
were  defined  by  the  legislature  in  1847.  {Laws  of  1847,  VoL 
1,  p.  828,  §  16 ;  id.  pp.  828,  829,  880,  §§  81,  86.)  The  juris- 
diction  of  county  courts  was  afterwards  prescribed  by  the  Code 
of  Procedure.    {See  Code,  part  1,  title  4:.) 

These  proceedings  when  in  the  county  court,  were  not  an 
action,  (Cfacfe,  §§  2,  8,)  although  when  brought  into  this  court 
for  review,  they  are  to  be  deemed  an  action  at  issue  on  a  ques- 
tion of  law  for  all  the  purposes  of  costs.    {Code,  §  818.) 

The  Code  only  allows  appeals  to  this  court  from  judgments 
of  county  courts,  {Code,  §  844,)  and  fipom  orders  made  by 
county  judges  in  actions.  {Code,  §  849.)  There  is  no  pro- 
vision in  it  for  appeals  to  this  court  firom  orders  made  by 
county  courts  or  county  judges  in  special  proceedings.  No 
judgment  has  been  rendered  in  these  proceedings ;  and  there 
IB  no  authority  in  the  Code  for  an  appeal  to  this  court  from  the 
decision  of  the  county  court  therein.  The  act  of  1864,  "  in 
relation  to  special  proceedings,"  gives  no  appeal  from  the  de- 
cisions of  county  courts  in  such  proceedings.  The  appeal, 
therefore,  was  not  authorized,  unless  provision  therefor  is  to 
be. found  in  some  other  legislative  enactment;  for  no  right  to 
appeal  in  such  a  case  existed  at  common  law.  It  the  third 
section  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  above  quoted,  is  iu  force,  the 
appeal  was  authorized,  and  the  proceedings  are  properly  be- 
fore us.  That  section  authorized  an  appeal  from  the  determin- 
ations of  the  common  pleas  courts  iu  ^uch  proceedings  to  the 
court  of  chancery.  .  The  same  power  and  j  urisdiction  conferred 
by  that  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  upon  courts  of  common 
pleas,  were  conferred  upon  county  courts  by  the  judiciary  act 
of  1847.  {Laws  of  1847,  Vol  1,  p.  830,  §  86.)  The  like  power 
and  jurisdiction  are  also  conferred  upon  the  county  courts  by 
the  Code.  ^  {See  Code,  §  80,  subdivision  11 )  And  this  court,  as 
has  already  been  seen,  stands  in  the  place  of  the  court  of  chau-  ~ 
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eery,  and  has  all  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  wliicli  that  court 


The  third  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  above  mentioned, 
is  contained  in  title  two  of  chapter  five  of  the  second  part  of 
such  statutes ;  and  that  part  of  the  Code  which  relates  to  civil 
actions  commenced  since  the  first  day  of  July,  1848,  [see  Code, 
§  8,)  is  declared  not  to  affect  "  any  proceedings  provided  fot 
by  chapter  five  of  the  second  part  of  the  Eevised  Statutes," 
(Cbcfe,  §  471.) 

Section  twenty-nine  of  the  Code,  contains  the  declaration 
that  county  courts  "  shall  have  no  other  jurisdiction  tban  that 
provided  in  the  next  section."  By  the  next  section,  (30,)  the 
county  court  has  jurisdiction  in  the  following  special  cases : 
'*  The  care  and  custody  of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  lunatic  or 
person  of  unsound  mind,  or  an  habitual  drunkard,  residing 
within  the  county."  {Subdivision  8.)  To  exercise  aU  the 
powers  and  jurisdiction  conferred  by  statute  upon  the  late 
courts  of  common  pleas  of  the  county,  or  the  judges  or  any 
judge  thereof  respecting  "  habitual  drunkards."  {Subdivisiofi 
11.)  By  construing  these  two  subdivisions  of  the  thirtieth 
section  of  the  Code  together,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  above 
mentioned  section  three  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  cannot  be 
regarded  as  repealed.  It  certainly  is  not  expressly  repealed, 
and  I  think  it  is  not  abrogated  by  implication.  And  I  am 
of  the  opinion  the  eighth  subdivision  of  the  thirtieth  section 
of  the  Code,  when  read  in  connection  with  the  eleventh  sub- 
division thereof,  and  the  before  mentioned  third  section  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  must  be  held  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon 
county  courts,  respecting  habitual  drunkards,  onlj/  when  the 
property  of  the  drunkard  amounts  to  less  than  two  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars. 

If  tiiese  views  are  correct,  the  Broome  county  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  of  these  proceedings  against  Smith,  for  his  prop- 
erty amounts  to  about  $4,000 ;  and  the  decision  of  that  court 
therein  is  subject  to  review  by  this  court  upon  appeal,  in  the 
same  manner  that  decisions  of  courts  of  common  pleas  were 
reviewed  on  appeal  by  the  late  court  of  chancery.   {See  1  Bari. 
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Ch.  Pr.  489  and  440.)    I  think  the  proceedingB  m.the  county 
court  in  this  case  should  be  reversed  with  costs. 
Decision  accordingly.    Campbell,  Justice,  dissenting. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

David  Dows  and  others  agt.  Charles  Congdon  and  others, 
owners  of  the  Canandaigua  and  Niagara  Falls  Railroad, 

Where  a  railroad  company  take  the  title  of  a  piece  of  land  for  their  road,  under 
and  in  pursaanoe  of  the  statute,  on  making  due  compensation  for  its  value, 
upon  which  land  there  is  a  prior  mortgage,  of  which  the  company  have  con- 
structive notice,  and  upon  which  land  the  company  have  erected  valuable  im- 
provements; 

nddf  on  a  foreclosure  and  sale  in  parcels  of  the  whole  of  Uie  mortgaged  prem- 
ises, that  the  railroad  company  were  bound  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  if  the  same  was  not  paid  by  the  sale  in  the  inverse  order 
of  alienation  of  the  other  property  covered  by  the  mortgage,  the  full  value  of 
the  piece  of  land  taken  and  appropriated  by  them  cU  the  time  of  such  appropria- 
ticn^  with  interest  thereon  to  tlie  time  of  payment.  This  is  the  "  due  compen- 
sation" of  the  constitution. 

Tliat  is,  the  railroad  company  in  efiect,  have  a  right  to  redeem  their  lands  from 
the  lien  of  the  mortgage  on  the  payment  of  a  rateable  proportion  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  which  they  must  do  to  the  ftill  value  of  the  property  (at  the  time  of 
its  appropriation,)  with  interest  if  need  be,  irrespectwe  of  the  improwmerUs  pui 
(hereon  by  the  company, 

Monroe  Special  Term,  November^  Ist^  1858. 

Motion  to  set  aside  sale  of  portion  of  the  Canandaigua  and 
Niagara  Falls  Railroad. 

At  Leroy,  in  Genesee  county,  this  road  approached  a  mill 
race  upon  a  high  embanknient,  and  crossed  the  race  at  right 
angles  upon  a  stone  culvert.  Tlie  embankment  was  some  100 
feet  in  width  at  its  base,  and  the  culvert  some  70  feet  in  length. 
This  mill  race  led  to  a  mill  some  distance  north,  which  at  the 
time  of  the  construction  of  the  railroad  was  covered  bj''  a  mort- 
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gage,  which  also  embraced  the  mill  race  to  its  head.  The  rail- 
road company  eotered  upon  the  premises  in  1852,  under  a 
contract  of  purchase  from  the  owners  of  the  fee  of  this  mill 
property,  race  way,  &c.,  and  constructed  said  embankment  and 
culvert  for  their  railroad,  and  have  since  occupied  the  same  for 
the  purpose  of  such  road.  The  track  of  the  Buffialo,  Corning 
and  New- York  Railroad  Company,  also  crossed  this  mill  race 
at  another  point.  The  plaintiffs  commenced  a  suit  in  this  court 
to  foreclose  their  said  mortgage,  making  the  two  railroad  own- 
ers and  others  parties,  and  obtained  the  usual  decree  of  sale. 
The  owners  of  both  railroads  appeared  in  the  suit  but  on  tho 
sale  the  agent  and  attorney  of  the  owners  of  the  Canandaigua 
and  Niagara  Falls  Railroad  foiled  to  be  present  through  an  ac- 
cident, and  the  premises  were  sold  in  parcels.  The  mill  prop- 
erty, including  all  the  rights  and  casements  in  relation  to  the 
mill  race  for  about  $7,000,  leaving  a  deficiency  of  $2,800,  for 
which  the  strip  of  the  Canandaigua  and  Niagara  Falls  Railroad 
consisting  of  the  stone  arch  and  a  few  feet  of  the  embankment 
leading  to  it,  excepting  the  mill  race  and  the  right  and  ease- 
ment thereof  for  the  use  of  the  mill,  and  the  flow  of  the  water 
thereto,  was  sold  to  Thomas  Brown,  who  gave  his  note  to  the 
mortgagees  therefor,  payable  in  six  months. 

The  motion  was  now  made  to  set  aside  the  sale,  upon  vari- 
ous allegations  of  mistake,  unfairness,  concealment  and  sur- 
prise, and  other  gi'ounds. 

Clarkson  N.  Potter, /o7-  owners  of  Hie  C.  &  N.F.R.  R. 
J.  G.  TLOYT, /o7' phi7Uiffs  and  purchaser, 

E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.  This  motion  I  deemed  it  proper 
to  grant  on  the  hearing  for  reasons  then  orally  expressed ;  but 
the  importance  of  the  questions  involved  in  the  decision  is  such 
that  I  think  it  may  be  useful  to  put  my  reasons  and  views  of 
the  case  in  a  more  permanent  form,  as  I  am  not  aware  that  the 
points  here  decided  have  been  before  distinctly  raised  in  this 
state. 

The  Canandaigua  and  Niagara  Falls  Railroad  Company,  are 
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a  corporation  authorized  to  take  lands  tor  their  railroad,  and 
such  lands  are  deemed  taken  for  the  public  use.  Such  is  the 
declaration  of  section  eighteenth  of  the  general  railroad  act 

They  entered  upon  and  took  the  land  in  question  upon  pur- 
chase of  the  same  from  the  owners  in  fee  of  the  soil,  and  con- 
structed their  road  thereon,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
tiffs and  of  such  owners.  They  must,  doubtless,  be  deemed  to 
have  constructive  notice  of  the  plaintiffs' mortgage.  At  thetime 
when  they  entered  upon  such  premises,  the  value  of  the  strip 
of  land  taken  by  them  must  have  been  quite  trifling.  As  land 
separate  from  the  mill  race  and  the  easement  thereof,  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  have  looked  to  it  as  constituting  any  appreciable 
portion  of  their  security  for  the  payment  of  their  mortgage 
debt.  The  company  omitted  by  mistake  or  from  ignorance  of 
the  actual  existence  of  this  mortgage,  to  extinguish  the  lien 
thereof  by  release  or  otherwise  upon  the  strip  of  land  so  taken 
by  them,  but  proceeded  at  a  large  expense  to  construct  the 
arch  across  the  race  and  the  approaches  to  it  in  question,  and 
have  used  it  ever  since,  and  its  use  is  indispensable  for  their 
railroad.  The  plaintiffs*  mortgage  being  unpaid,  they  have 
come  into  this  court  as  a  court  of  equity,  and  sought  its  aid  to 
obtain  payment  by  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property. 

Strictly  speaking,  their  mortgage  as  a  legal  conveyance, 
covers  all  the  lands  embraced  in  it  downward  and  upwardly, 
cujus  est  solum  ejus  est  usque  ad  coelum.  But  in  equity  they 
have  but  a  lien  as  security  for  their  debt.  And  when  they 
come  to  a  court  of  equity  forits  aid  in  enforcing  their  mortgage, 
must  they  not  do  equity  like  all  other  suitors  in  this  court  ? 
What  equity  have  they  to  extort  a  great  disproportion  in 
amount  of  their  debt  from  these  defendants  ?  While  a  court 
of  equity,  should  it  aid  them  to  appropriate  to  their  own  use 
the  value  of  the  erections  and  improvements  put  by  the  de- 
fendants upon  the  small  strip  of  land  covered  by  their  mort- 
gage ?  I  think  not.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  fundamental 
principles  and  actions  of  ihis  court  forbid  it.  The  simple  ap- 
plication of  the  maxim  in  equity,  "  he  who  seeks  equity  must 
do  equity,"  seems  to  me  conclusively  to  answer  the  whole 
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question.  It  is  quite  analogous  to  the  case  of  partitions  be- 
tween tenants  in  common.  When  one  tenant  in  common  comeB 
into  equity  for  partition  of  the  common  property,  this  court 
makes  a  just  partition  and  allows,  or  makes  a  complainant  al- 
low, for  improvements.  This  is  a  familiar  doctrine  in  this  court 
This  court  will  not  grant  partition  without  compelling  the 
party  applying  to  make  due  compensation  for  improvements. 
{Swan  agt  Swan,  8  Price  R  518 ;  1  Story's  Hquily,  666,  6564  ; 
Oreen  agt  Putnam^  1  Barb.  500 ;  Taylor  agt.  Baldwin,  10  id. 
598.) 

Courts  of  equity  will  not  lend  their  aid  to  deeds  or  acts  of 
injustice.  When  they  have  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  sub- 
ject matter,  they  compel  full  justice  to  be  done.  When  that 
cannot  be  done,  they  refuse  their  aid.  It  is  doubtless  true  that 
courts  of  equity  have  not  yet  gone  so  far  as  to  decree  compen- 
sation for  improvements  made  by  a  possessor  of  land  under  a 
defective  title  as  against  the  true  owner,  except  in  cases  of  an 
implied  agreement,  as  between  joint  owners,  or  where  the  true 
owner  stands  by  and  suffers  improvements  to  be  made  uppn 
his  estate  without  notice  of  his  title,  or  in  cases  of  trust  or 
fraud.  In  a  direct  suit  by  the  bona  fide  possessor  who  had  been 
evicted  by  the  true  owner,  the  court  has  not  assumed  jurisdic- 
tion to  give  affirmative  relief.  (2  Story's  Equity,  799 ;  IhUnam 
agt.  Riches,  6  Paige,  890.) 

But  as  Chancellor  Walworth  says  in  this  last  case :  "  The 
principle  of  natural  equity  is  constantly  acted  upon  in  this 
court,  where  the  legal  title  is  in  one  person  who  has  made  im- 
provements in  good  faith,  and  where  the  equitable  title  is  in 
another  who  is  obliged  to  resort  to  this  court  for  relief.  The 
court  in  such  cases  acts  upon  the  principle  that  the  party  who 
comes  here  as  a  complainant  to  ask  equity,  must  himself  be 
willing  to  do  what  is  equitable."  This  rule,  when  the  true 
owner  asks  relief  as  against  a  party  in  possession  under  a  de- 
fective title,  is  uniformly  applied  in  this  court  (2  Story's  Ej. 
§§  799, 1237  ;  Bobineon  agt.  RiiUey,  6  Jfad.  2 ;  Bight  agt  Boyd, 
6  Mad.  411,  and  1  Story,  478 ;  Greeii  agt.  Biddie,  8  Whea- 
ton,  77.) 
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The  defendants,  tbe  said  railroad  companies,  are  entitled  un- 
der section  21  of  the  general  railroad  act,  to  perfect  their  title 
to  the  strips  of  land  taken  and  \ised  for  their  said  railroads, 
and  this  court  is  bound  to  protect  their  possession  pending  pro- 
ceedings for  that  purpose.  Due  compensation  for  such  lands 
would  be  the  payment  of  their  value  at  the  time  of  the  defend- 
nnts'  respective  entry  thereon  with  interest.  But  I  do  not 
think  it  is  necessary  for  the  defendants  to  go  through  the  pro- 
cess of  re-appraisement  under  the  statute.  This  court  can  in 
this  suit  provide  for  the  making  of  this  compensation  indepen* 
dently  of  the  mode  prescribed  in  this  statute  for  a  re-appraise- 
ment, and  upon  equitable  principles  upon  the  equity  of  the ' 
statute. 

The  provision  of  this  statute  gives  an  additional  remedy  to 
the  defendants.  It  gives  them  an  absolute  right  to  the  title 
and  possession  of  the  property  on  making  due  compensation 
for  its  value  at  the  time  when  it  was  taken  by  the  defendants 
with  interest  thereon.  It  gives  them  in  effect  a  right  to  re- 
deem their  lands  from  the  lien  of  this  mortgage  on  the  pay- 
ment of  a  rateable  proportion  of  the  mortgage  debt)  which 
they  must  do  to  the  full  value  of  the  property  if  need  be,  irre- 
spective of  the  improvements  put  thereon  by  the  defendants. 
The  right  to  perfect  their  title  on  making  such  compensation 
in  legal  eflfect,  is  equivalent  to  an  apportionment  of  the  lien  of 
the  plaintiffs'  mortgage,  and  limits  the  amount  thereof  charge- 
able to  the  said  defendants,  to  the  amount  of  such  due  com- 
pensation. They  are  not  left  to  the  caprice  of  the  mortgagees, 
as  perhaps  might  be  the  case  with  private  persons. 

The  plaintiffs  have  no  equity  in  this  case,  except  to  be  paid 
their  debt.  They  have  no  claim  upon  the  defendants  crossing 
this  mill  race,  except  that  they  shall  contribute  to  the  payment 
of  this  debt,  if  the  same  is  not  paid  by  the  sale  in  the  inverse 
order  of  alienation  of  the  other  property  covered  by  their  mort- 
gage in  just  proportion  and  in  the  order  of  their  respective 
titles.  Obviously,  these  corporations  must  contribute  in  the 
inverse  order  of  their  respective  entries  upon  or  appropriation 
of  the  mortgaged  property.    All  that  the  two  railroad  com- 
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panics  should  be  required  to  pay  in  satisfaction  of  the  mort- 
gage debtj  is  the  full  value  of  the  respective  parcels  of  the 
mortgaged  property  taken  or  appropriated  by  them  at  the 
times  of  the  appropriations  thereof  for  the  use  of  their  respec- 
tive railroads,  with  interest  thereon  to  the  time  of  payment 
This  is  the  due  compensation  of  the  constitution.  On  the  pay- 
ment of  such  sums,  the  decree  should  be  deemed  satisfied  and 
discharged  as  respects  their  respective  parcels,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs restrained  from  doing  any  act  to  the  prejudice  of  their  re- 
spective titles  to  or  possession  of  such  parcels. 

Apart  from  these  views,  this  is  a  clear  case  for  relief  to  the 
defendants  who  now  move.  Not  only  were  they  prevented  by 
accident  from  being  present,  but  there  were  many  things  con- 
nected with  the  plaintiffs'  proceedings  calculated  to  seriously 
mislead  them.  If,  however,  it  was  clear  that  the  order  of  sale 
adopted  was  correct,  and  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to 
no  relief  because  of  their  improvements,  I  should  then  make 
the  resale  conditional  on  their  biddings  the  amount  of  the 
deficiency,  as  well  as  the  payment  of  costs,  &c. 

With  my  views,  however,  with  regard  to  their  rights,  it 
should  be  referred  to  a  referee  to  ascertain  and  report  the 
amount  so  to  be  paid  by  the  said  railroad  companies  upon 
these  principles,  and  it  is  so  ordered  and  the  sale  set  aside 
on  payment  of  all  the  costs  since  the  decree,  and  $10  costs 
of  opposing  this  motion,  to  be  paid  by  the  moving  defendants^ 
to  the  purchaser  and  also  to  the  plaintiffs. 

NoTJS. — The  case  of  Lemon  agt.  ThiUj  (13  How.  248,)  was  agvcmtd  by  the  conyt 
of  appeals  at  its  last  session,  (December,  1858,)  thus  sustaining  the  doctrine  that  a 
daim  to  recoup  for  a  breach  of  warranty  is  a  cowder  clam.  This  dedsioa  oyer- 
rules  the  case  oi  Nichols  agt  Boerwn^  (6  Ahb,  290.) 
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ings, not  allowed 62T 

A  purchaser  who  obtains  credit  by  a  false  representation  must  be  held 
to  intend  the  legitimate  consequences  of  his  act         -        -        -  533 

What  representations  made  by  defendant  in  obtaining  credit,  was  con- 
sidered to  be  fhlse  and  fraudulent 533 

When  a  verbal  promise  of  a  defendant  to  pay  (telghi  to  the  plaintiffs 
as  common  carriers,  held  to  bo  an  original  undertaking,  and  not 
within  the  statute  of  frauds 564 

AFFIDAVIT.  Sufficiency  of  an  affidavit  of  an  absent  witness  for  an  ad- 
journment in  a  justice's  court   -        -        -      .  •        •        -        -IT 

8ufticiency  of  an  affidavit  for  the  purpose  of  removing  a  cause  fh>m 
the  justice  of  the  peace  on  the  ground  that  he  is  a  material  wit- 
ness         46 

Sufficiency  of  an  affidavit  to  change  the  place  of  trial  for  co.ivenienco 
of  witnesses 51 

On  a  motion  to  discliarge  an  order  of  aftoeAmasf  issued  under  tlie  Code^ 
the  defendant  may  read  counter  ajfidaviig  m  support  of  the  motion    11 

When  more  than  the  usual  affidavit  of  merits  required  on  a  motion  to 
open  a  judgment      -        -       -.• 129 

When  affidavit  for  arrest  sworn  on  isfornuitlon  and  belieC  as  to  facts 
occurring  in  a  foreign  country,  considered  sufficient  •        •        -  481 

Necessary  facts  to  be  stated  in  an  affidavit  to  autliorize  the  punish- 
ment of  a  debtor  for  contempt  in  disobeymg' order  under  §  297 
of  the  Code 549 


AftESBlfBKT.  Where  a  mutual  agreement  for  a  valuable  oonsidanitioa, 
between  the  parties,  by  which  one  party  agreed  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  of  money  at  a  certain  time  and  to  deliver  notes  without  ex- 
pressing any  time^  upon  whieh  tho  other  party  waa  to  perfcnn. 
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JBUdf  on  default  of  the  payment  of  the  money  only,  an  action 
would  lie  for  the  money ;  that  was  an  independent  agreement    -  231 

AH B19DHENT.    When  plaintiff  allowed  to  amend  bia  complaint,  on  motion 

to  0et  aside  a  judgment  by  default 129 

When  notice  of  appeal  cannot  be  amended 385 

A39SWEB.  An  answer  which  does  not  set  up  any  new  matter,  but  merely 
denies  condusioos  of  law,  is  insufiQcient  and  fKvolous.  But  such 
an  answer  cannot  be  demurred  ta  A  motion  for  judgment  is  the 
proper  remedy 84 

On  application  Air  judgment  on  ih^  ground  of  a  frivolous  answer,  it  is 
enough  if  a  good  defence  is  shadowed  forth  in  the  answer. 
Vagueness  in  pleading  is  not  frivolousDesB         ....  1S5 

When  maker  of  a  promissory  note  cannot  set  up  the  defence  of  usury, 
although  a  lent  note 142 

Where  there  has  been  a  regular  judgment  by  defiMil^  it  wiU  not  be 
opened  to  let  in  the  defence  of  usury 142 

Whoe  the  answer  admits  part  of  plaintiff's  cUim,  when  and  how  the 
order  made  thereon  under  §  244,  may  be  enforced    •       -        -  183 

An  objection  of  want  of  parties  in  the  complaint,  when  taken  by  an- 
swer, must  be  considered  as  a  demurrer 422 

To  ascertain  whether  a  defence  is  an  answer  or  demurrer,  it  is  only 
necessaiy  to  ascertain  whether  it  requires  that  any  facts  should 
be  proved  ornot 422 

When  the  allegations  of  an  answer  amount  merely  to  a  negative  preg- 
nant, and  found  no  issue,  not  denying  any  single  allegation       •  46t 

APPSAL.  A  mere  notice  of  appeal  without  stating  any  grounds  upon 
which  the  appeal  is  (bunded,  is  insufficient  In  such  case  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  is  not  bound  to  make  his  return       -        -        -    M 

An  order  at  general  term  striking  out  costs  from  a  judgment  is  not 
appealable.    (Omirlofffppeala) 213 

A  case  «r  «xceptk>ns  regularly  settled  and  filed,  and  made  a  part  of 
the  papers  presented  to  the  court,  is  indii^ftensBble  to  enable  the 
court  to  review  questions  either  of  iaot  or  of  law,  arising  on  the 
trial  by  court  and  jury— 4)y  the  court  alone  or  by  referees  *        •  224 

Appeal  ft«m  dedrion  of  surrogate,  what  costs  altowed  on  reversal    -  298 

Appeal  from  justices*  court  to  county  court,  and  transferred  to  supreme 
eourt,  what  costo  aUowed.'  The  appeal  must  be  heard  first  at 
qpedal  tenn  and  In  same  county       ....  327,  538,  541 

When  an  appeal  fVom  an  order  on  demurrer,  faUs  by  reason  of  a  re- 
versal of  an  order  aUowing  a  supplemental  complaint  to  be  filed  88^ 

An  appeal  torn  a  judgment  entaredonanorder  denymg  a  motion  ibf. 
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VAom 
« trial,  doee  not  authorize  a  review  of  the  order  A^ihyiog  a  new 

trial    Two  appeals  are  necessary 385 

APPEAL.    The  court  hare  no  power  to  extend  the  time  within  which  an 

iqppeal  may  he  taken S85 

On  appeal  from  a  single  judge  to  the  general  term,  the  appeal  must 
he  taken  within  thhrty  days  after  written  notice  of  the  judgment 
or  order  shall  have  heen  giren  to  the  party  appealing.  UntU 
such  notice  is  giren,  the  tone  ibr  appealing  continues  without 
limitation 403 

Where  on  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment,  the  grounds  stated  in  the 
notice  of  appeal  were  held  to  be  entirely  insufficient  •  4*71 

After  appeal  taken  from  an  order  denying  a  mo^n,  the  renewal  of 
that  motion  under  leave  given  in  the  order,  predndee  the  hearing 
of  the  appeal  pending  the  renewed  motion       ....  483 

ARREST.    A  person  cannot  be  arrested  more  than  once  by  process  out  of 

different  courts,  in  the  same' state  for  the  same  cause  of  action  -  413 

Tlie  marine  court  Kow-Tork,  nor  anyof  its  judges  pooswa  any  power 
to  issue  an  order  of  arrest  under  g  119  of  the  Code    -       •       -  413 

When  defendant  can  be  airested  for  a  breach  of  truAt  as  a  special 
agent -  413 

When  an  officer  of  a  foreign  govemmeni  may  sue  in  the  courts  of  this 
state,  and  arrest  a  defendant  charged  with  fhmdulent  misapplica- 
tion of  prc^rty       -- 481 

When  affidavit  for  arrest,  sworn  on  information  and  belief|  as  to  facts 
occurring  in  a  foreign  country,  oonsidered  suffioieitt ...  481 

The  mere  making  of  a  counter  claim  by  a  defendant  after  arrest,  is  not 
per  se  conclusive  ground  for  his  discharge 484 

Under  §  183,  an  order  of  arrest  maybe  made  at  any  time  before  judgw 
ment  The  judgment  here  mentioned  must  be  Ajhaif  not  a  con- 
ditional judgment 625 

A  purchaser  who  obtains  credit  by  a  false  representation,  must  be  held 
to  intend  the  legitimate  consequences  of  his  act         -        •        -  533 

What  representations  made  by  defendant  in  obtaining  credit,  were 
oonsidered  to  be  false  and  fraudulent 534 

AESIGNHENT  FOR  BENEFIT  OF  CREDITORS.  When  a  rait  against 
a  moneyed  corporation  by  a  friendly  creditor  amountB  to  a  vol- 
untary assignment  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  die  corpora- 
tion       -        -        -. 56 

Where  the  directions  for  the  disposition  of  the  assigned  property  held 
valid 384 

ATTAOHMBKT.    On  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  of  attachment  isnied 


